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DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, HUD, 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR 2015 


Wednesday, March 12, 2014. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

WITNESS 

HON. ANTHONY FOXX, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR- 
TATION 

Mr. Latham. The subcommittee will come to order. I guess before 
we start, we should recognize our newest member, the gentleman 
from Idaho, Mr. Simpson. Welcome. 

Mr. Simpson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. And I know you will be a very constructive member 
of the subcommittee. 

Mr. Simpson. I am on your team, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you. That is what I like to hear. 

Today we welcome the Department of Transportation Secretary 
Foxx to kick off the fiscal year 2015 budget hearings. It is a good 
thing to start out with a conference bill that sets the foundation 
for the budget proposal. 

Chairman Rogers, who will be here shortly. Ranking Member 
Lowey, along with Chairman Mikulski and Senator Shelby really 
moved mountains to get the fiscal year 2014 omnibus done, and we 
are ready to move mountains again to get the bills done for fiscal 
year 2015 at the set level of $1,016 trillion. 

However, the Department of Transportation is a bit of a problem 
child this year, which is saying a lot when you have HUD also in 
the bill. Not only are the surface programs in need of reauthoriza- 
tion, but the trust funds are fiat out of money. Next, the budget 
proposals to shift approximately $4 billion worth of existing pro- 
grams — actually $6 billion if you look at the expansions and in- 
creases — from the discretionary general fund to a mandatory, not- 
yet-in-existence Transportation Trust Fund. I am guessing the 
President spent the $4 billion somewhere else. But if the past is 
prologue, we will need to find the $4 billion-plus under the $1,016 
trillion to continue those existing programs, and I am hoping this 
is not an insurmountable problem. 

I am sure there will be a question or two on those topics this 
afternoon, Mr. Secretary, and I look forward to our dialogue. 

Before we get to the questions, I will recognize my good friend 
and colleague, the ranking member of the subcommittee, Mr. Pas- 
tor for his opening statement. 
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Mr. Pastor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good afternoon. 

I want to join you in welcoming Secretary Foxx to his first ap- 
pearance before the subcommittee. Our colleague Mr. Price will 
provide a more formal introduction when he comes in. 

This afternoon we will discuss the President’s fiscal year 2015 
budget for the Department of Transportation. This budget is famil- 
iar to other budgets. It requests robust funding for many programs, 
and shifts nearly all the surface transportation programs to the 
mandatory side of the budget. That, of course, is not within the 
subcommittee’s jurisdiction; however, we can explore how to ad- 
dress our Nation’s infrastructure needs and how to ensure that our 
transportation system is safe and efficient. 

Secretary Foxx, as the former member of a large city, you cer- 
tainly know firsthand the important role that transportation plays 
in the quality of life of our citizens and the economy as a whole. 
I welcome you and look forward to hearing your testimony. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you very much, Mr. Pastor. 

I think the full committee chairman will be here shortly, but I 
would like to recognize the ranking member of the full committee, 
Mrs. Lowey. 

Mrs. Lowey. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Mem- 
ber Pastor. And a very great welcome to Secretary Foxx, who really 
got going, and it has been a pleasure for me working with you. 

First of all, I want to commend the work of our chairman and 
Ranking Member Pastor, who both announced that this will be 
their last Congress. And Iowa and Arizona, along with this com- 
mittee, have benefited greatly from their service. They will be sore- 
ly missed. 

And as we know, this is the Secretary’s first hearing before the 
House Appropriations Committee. And I want to thank you person- 
ally for the Department’s commitment to building the new Tappan 
Zee Bridge, and I look forward to continuing to work with you on 
the project. 

With a 25 percent increase for infrastructure spending compared 
to the 2014 enacted level, the President’s budget answers the call 
for rebuilding our aging country’s infrastructure, which the Amer- 
ican Society of Civil Engineers grades on average as a D. That is 
before you came to this position, a D. We have work to do. For 
every billion dollars of infrastructure investment, we create or pre- 
serve nearly 35,000 jobs, generate more than $6 billion worth of 
economic growth. At $18 billion above last year’s bill, this budget 
would create over 630,000 jobs, and generate $108 billion in eco- 
nomic activity. 

I am particularly pleased that the budget request includes $825 
million to assist with the implementation of positive train control 
on commuter and passenger rail lines. According to the National 
Transportation Safety Board, this automated technology would 
have prevented the devastating Metro-North crash in the Bronx 
last December, which killed one of my constituents. I hope that the 
fiscal year 2015 THUD bill supports this effort by helping rail lines 
install this technology in some way. 

Mr. Secretary, while we are on the topic of Metro-North, I am 
also anxiously awaiting the results of your deep dive into Metro- 
North’s operations and the Department’s report to this committee 
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on your findings. I trust that you will have something to the com- 
mittee by the March 17 deadline. 

The budget also includes $40 million to establish the Safe Trans- 
portation of Energy Products Fund to support prevention and re- 
sponse activities surrounding the transportation of crude oil. The 
Lower Hudson Valley has recently had two very close calls with 
trains that transport crude oil. Thankfully, at the time of the 
derailments, the oil tankers on the trains were empty. The Depart- 
ment and industry have taken some good first steps to make crude 
transport safer, but more must be done to hold responsible those 
accountable and safeguard communities like mine in the Lower 
Hudson River Valley. 

Lastly, as you know, Mr. Secretary, the Appropriations Com- 
mittee doesn’t have sole authority to provide the funding increase 
that you seek. Until Congress and the administration come to- 
gether and agree on a pay-for that assures the long-term solvency 
of the Highway Trust Funds, I fear that we will continue to receive 
a failing grade for our country’s infrastructure. The American peo- 
ple are looking at us for leadership. Last year we stood at the edge 
of the budgetary brink, and were able to pull ourselves back by 
supporting a compromise. This year I hope the administration feels 
the same sense of urgency for addressing the solvency of the High- 
way Trust Fund. 

And I thank you again, and welcome. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mrs. Lowey. 

We would now like to recognize Mr. Price from North Carolina 
to introduce the Secretary. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will gladly do just that. 

It gives me great pleasure to welcome my friend and fellow 
North Carolinian Secretary Anthony Foxx to the subcommittee. We 
look forward to his leadership and what he has to say to us today. 
We know that he understands the transportation and infrastruc- 
ture challenges confronting our communities in North Carolina and 
across the country. He has been mayor of Charlotte, one of the Na- 
tion’s fastest-growing cities, and he has been on the front lines, de- 
livering transportation services to the public and boosting economic 
growth and creating jobs. 

During his time in office. Secretary Foxx helped to improve local 
transportation systems and the quality of life in Charlotte. I will 
just name a few of his efforts: extending the LYNX light rail sys- 
tem, the largest capital project ever undertaken by the city; break- 
ing ground on the Charlotte street car project, which will leverage 
Federal and city financing to establish rail service in a critical cor- 
ridor; expanding the Charlotte Douglas Airport, which is the sixth 
busiest airport in the world. 

Secretary Foxx now leads an agency with more than 55,000 em- 
ployees and a $70 billion budget that oversees our government’s ef- 
forts to build the safest, most efficient transportation system in the 
world. As the President said in nominating Secretary Foxx, he has 
got the respect of his peers, mayors. Governors, all across the coun- 
try. As a consequence, I think he is going to be extraordinarily ef- 
fective. 
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We all know we have pressing needs across the Nation, infra- 
structure needs. I trust that Secretary Foxx’s experience at the 
local level is exactly what the doctor ordered at this point. It is 
going to prove extremely valuable shaping national transportation 
policy. And I know he will work tirelessly for national multimodal 
transportation investments that will further our Nation’s pros- 
perity and quality of life. 

So welcome, Mr. Secretary. You are off to a great start. And we 
are happy for the first time, really, to welcome you to this sub- 
committee here today. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you very much, Mr. Price. 

Mr. Secretary, your full written statement will be entered into 
the record, and you are recognized for 5 minutes for your opening 
remarks. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and to the ranking 
member. Thank you as well to Congressman Price. Thank you very 
much for the introduction. And also to Congressman Lowey, thank 
you very much. 

I want to say a particular word of thanks to the chair and the 
ranking member of the subcommittee. And I know that I speak on 
behalf of advocates of transportation everywhere when I say that 
both of you will be deeply missed. 

Today I am here to discuss the President’s 2015 plan for the Na- 
tion’s transportation system. While I come here as the U.S. Sec- 
retary of Transportation, our Department supports all 50 States 
and territories, and a host of local and regional project sponsors. 
Today I also speak for them. 

What concerns our Department and our stakeholders is what 
concerns many of you. Year after year we have shored up the High- 
way Trust Fund with short-term measures, and now it is running 
out again, perhaps as early as August. On top of that, our last sur- 
face transportation funding bill was a 2-year bill, rather than a 6- 
year bill like the ones that came before it. When I speak to folks 
on the ground, including mayors and Governors, heads of DOTs in 
your States, they tell me that this funding and policy uncertainty 
is creating an invisible crisis in our country, a crisis where they are 
not willing or able to put new projects on the books because they 
don’t know if they can fund them, which means they are leaving 
our already crumbling infrastructure to crumble further. 

To put a finer point on it, since 2009, our surface transportation 
programs have been operating under short-term extensions nine 
times, including a 2-day lapse in March of 2010. And there have 
been 18 continuing resolutions, including 8 in fiscal year 2011. 

Overall, our Nation has a massive infrastructure deficit, includ- 
ing 100,000 bridges that are old enough to qualify for Medicare, 
and billions of dollars in backlogged highway and transit needs. Ac- 
cording to the World Economic Forum, our infrastructure quality 
has fallen to 25th in the world. 

To address these challenges, we must confront two realities. The 
first is that we are underinvesting, and the second is that our sys- 
tem is underperforming from an efficiency standpoint. If you can 
imagine America’s infrastructure as a house, we have had years of 
termites in the basement. In effect, we are spending money by al- 
lowing the cost of repairs to rise as the damage becomes more ex- 
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tensive. The most fiscally responsible path is to invest significantly 
more in our system, which will spur job growth and allow us to 
meet growing new capacity needs and deferred maintenance. 

By working together we can change these trends for the better, 
and it is in that spirit that a couple weeks ago President Obama 
laid out his vision for a 4-year, $302 billion transportation plan 
that will put us back on the path of solving this problem. To fill 
the hole in the Highway Trust Fund, the plan draws on savings 
from progrowth business tax reform, a bipartisan pay-for. And I 
should point out that Chairman Camp has released his own vari- 
ation of this proposal, which suggests to me there is an opportunity 
to get something done. In fact, we in the administration are also 
sending a bill to Congress that will provide program-by-program 
details behind every budget request that we have. 

To the issue of underperformance, we can and should continue to 
improve on efficiency within our system, and our proposal aims to 
do so. Our proposal enables us to redouble our efforts to increase 
the value proposition for transportation dollars spent, and we can 
do so without compromising project integrity or the environment. 
That is why major new initiatives in the President’s budget include 
putting a premium on streamlining through an interagency review 
process, and on incentives to catalyze innovation at the local and 
the State level. 

The American people need and deserve funding certainty so they 
can plan. I would encourage the committee and Congress to do 
something different: Shock the world. Let’s get a long-term funding 
plan in place and move America forward. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Latham. Very good. Thank you very much for your com- 
ments. 

[The information follows:] 



6 


STATEMENT OF 

THE HONORABLE ANTHONY FOXX 
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

BEFORE THE 

APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING, AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT AND 
RELATED AGENCIES 

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
March 12, 2014 


Introduction 

Chairman Latham, Ranking Member Pastor, and Members of the Subcommittee 
thank you for the opportunity to meet with you today to discuss the President’s FY 20 1 5 
Budget request for the U.S. Department of Transportation. I know all of you share 
President Obama’s and my commitment to ensuring our Nation’s transportation networks 
continue to provide all American’s with safe and reliable transportation service. 

America’s transportation infrastructure is a National asset we all share— and it 
needs our attention. For many years our leaders have invested in providing, maintaining, 
and improving transportation networks to meet the needs of our citizens and businesses. 

It is because of these investments that we have reliable transportation today. But 
increasingly, our investments are not keeping pace with the needs. Today, we have 
100,000 bridges in our country that are old enough for Medicare and a Highway Trust 
Fund that is running dry. 

As we consider the state of transportation today, we have two important 
responsibilities we must address. First, we have to look forward to take charge of 
transportation decisions that impact our country’s future. As America continues to grow, 
we need to ensure that transportation choices are poised to meet the new demands that 
result from expanding Regions and emerging cities, fhis is about so much more than 
just making travelling easier. It is about providing access to new job and educational 
opportunities that open new doors and provide a better quality of life for our citizens. It 
is about supporting a growing business network that helps keep local economies strong 
and provides consumers with expanded choices. It’s about making our cities and 
communities places where we all want to be - with easy access to the day-to-day services 
we all need as well as providing for leisure and other enriching experiences that we all 
value. 

At the same time, we need to acknowledge that in far too many cases, our current 
transportation systems have not been maintained to optimal standards and as a result, are 
not operating in a state of good repair. This neglect is costly and results in inefficiencies 
and inconvenience to travelers every day. Based on the Department’s Conditions and 
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Performance Report, for Transit alone the maintenance backlog for transit systems in our 
country totals $86 billion and that is growing by an additional $2.5 billion each year. It is 
important to note that these aren’t just Federal dollars, but, nonetheless, our metrics 
demonstrate a huge gap between needs and current investment levels. 

The President’s Surface Transportation Program Reauthorization Proposal 

But it doesn’t have to be this way. The President has laid out his vision for a 
four- year $302 billion surface transportation reauthorization proposal to modernize the 
country’s infrastructure, address our infrastructure deficit, and better connect people to 
their jobs, schools, and communities every day. 

There are several key elements of this proposal that separate it from its 
predecessors that I would like to highlight today. First, the President’s proposal 
recognizes that moving freight efficiently is critical to our economy and our 
transportation systems. The budget requests $10 billion over four years in dedicated 
funding to invest in freight networks that will improve the movement of goods. These 
funds will be used to foster economic growth, advance the President’s export initiative, 
and improve the efficiency and reliability of freight movement nationwide. We will 
reach out to our industry partners such as shippers, truck and rail representatives and 
associated labor organizations, to ensure that they will play a meaningful role in crafting 
investment decisions in partnership with State and local officials. 

We recognize that improving project delivery and streamlining the Federal 
infrastructure permitting processes can yield tangible benefits for Americans while 
protecting communities and the environment. The President’s surface transportation 
reauthorization plan will increase tran.sparency and accountability while at the same time 
improving interagency coordination. To advance this effort, the proposal includes $8 
million to establish a new interagency permitting acceleration team to be administratively 
housed within the Office of the Secretary. This team will work towards the President’s 
goal of reducing the current permitting processes time by half so that the benefits of new 
projects will bring can be realized more quickly. 

This surface transportation reauthorization plan acknowledges the important role 
transportation plays in creating ladders of opportunity for our citizens by including $2.2 
billion over four years for a new Rapid Growth Area Transit program that will link 
people to job and educational opportunities in fast growing areas. In addition, $120 
million is requested over four years for a workforce development program that focuses on 
improving the size, diversity and skill of our Nation’s construction workforce through 
partnerships with the Department of Labor and the States. 

The President’s surface transportation reauthorization plan also includes a new $2 
billion competitive grant program that will encourage innovative solutions to meet our 
most pressing transportation challenges. State and local partners will be evaluated on 
their willingness to commit to performance improvements in key areas such as safety and 
congestion management. 

The President’s vision includes a major emphasis on preserving and improving 
today’s highway and transit systems. Known in the proposal as “Fix-it First’’, the 
reauthorization proposal encourages government and other transportation stakeholders to 
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make optimal use of system capacity; to implement sound asset management principles, 
and to focus on achieving and maintaining a state of good repair for transportation assets. 

Together, these areas of emphasis will provide a strong foundation from which to 
manage our surface transportation programs over the next four years. We are hard at 
work completing the details of this plan, and will soon be proposing formal legislation for 
your consideration. 

Funding Overview 

Moving forward on these objectives will require funding increases in the 
Department’s current surface transportation programs over the next four years. To 
accomplish this, a total of $72 billion - with nearly $18 billion in FY 2015 is requested 
for transit programs to focus on the transportation needs of growing suburbs and the 
deferred maintenance of transportation assets in our cities. The budget request also 
includes $500 million for a new Rapid Growth Area Transit Program beginning in 
FY 2015 to help communities experiencing fast-growing populations meet new 
transportation demands. 

Funding for Highway programs would increase to $199 billion over four years 
with $49 billion requested for FY 2015. Included within this total is funding for a new 
Freight Program and for highway-specific “Fix-it-First” initiatives to focus investments 
on the critical safety and capital needs of our existing bridges and roadways. In addition, 
more than a billion is provided to support construction and repair of significant 
transportation infrastructure assets on Federal and Tribal lands. The President’s FY 
2015 request continues the progress achieved to date on alternative financing approaches 
by providing $1 billion to the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act 
Program. 

The President’s proposal includes funding for rail within the surface 
transportation reauthorization framework and requests $ 1 9 billion over four years to fund 
rail programs. For FY 2015, $5 billion is requested to establish a National High- 
Performance Rail System to support current operations and to improve the rail system of 
the future. This bulk of this funding would be divided into two programs — one focused 
on current passenger rail service initiatives and the other specifically focused on service 
improvements. 

The President’s proposal continues the Department’s commitment to safety by 
requesting nearly $7 billion for highway safety modes over four years. For FY 2015, 

$669 million is requested to support Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
initiatives to ensure the safe operation of trucks and buses. Another $85 1 million will 
support the ongoing efforts of the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration to 
focus on emerging issues with vehicle safety and to address new challenges posed by new 
technologies. 

Finally, the President’s surface transportation reauthorization proposal includes 
$5 billion over four years to fund the competitive TIGER grant program. TIGER grants 
provide funding for infrastructure projects of national and regional significance and have 
been an effective infrastructure improvement mechanism for the past five years. The FY 
2015 Budget requests $1 .25 billion to continue the TIGER grants program. 
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Paving for the Proposal 

In developing the President’s surface transportation reauthorization proposal, we 
are mindful of the important funding commitment this will require. That is why the 
President has devoted $150 billion from transition revenue generated from pro-growth 
tax reform to supplement current revenues from the gas tax. When combined, these 
resources will help finance long-term, critical investments in our Nation’s infrastructure. 
This proposal provides sufficient funds to ensure the solvency of the Trust Fund during 
the proposed reauthorization period, to prevent the cash shortfall that is projected to occur 
later this year. An additional $87 billion will fund new investments in the surface 
transportation reauthorization. 


Other Departmental Program Highlights 

While much of this discussion has focused on surface transportation needs, the 
President’s FY 2015 budget request also funds important resource needs for our other 
critical Transportation programs. 

The President requests $1 5.4 billion in FY 201 5 to continue the Federal Aviation 
Administration’s management of the National Airspace System. This request supports 
FAA’s current programs in the areas of air traffic controller and safety staffing, research 
and development and capital investment. It also advances the modernization of our air 
traffic system through “NextGen” - the Next Generation Air Transportation System, 
which encompasses the deployment of new systems, technologies, and procedures that 
will help reduce delays, expand air traffic system capacity, and mitigate aviation’s impact 
on the environment, while ensuring the highest levels of safety. The President’s plan 
includes nearly $1 billion in NextGen related initiatives. 

The President’s budget request also acknowledges our responsibilities to ensure 
the safe transportation of energy products as they travel by rail or truck through our 
communities. Recognizing that effective solutions to these transportation concerns 
require a multimodal focus, the budget also requests $40 million to support the 
e.stablishment of a new Safe Transportation of Oil Fund to support multimodal prevention 
and re.sponse activities associated with the increased safety issues surrounding the 
transport of crude oil. This fund would be housed in the Office of the Secretary and 
would be available to support initiatives in the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 
Administration, the Federal Railroad Administration, and the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to share the President’s budget plan for 
transportation with you today. I look forward to working with all of you. 
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Secretary Anthony Foxx, Department of Transportation 

Anthony Foxx became the 17th United States Secretary of 
Transportation on July 2, 2013. 

As U.S. Secretary of Transportation, Foxx leads an agency with 
more than 55,000 employees and a $70 billion budget that 
oversees air, maritime, and surface transportation. His primary 
goal is to ensure that America maintains the safest, most 
efficient transportation system in the world. 

Foxx joined the U.S. Department of Transportation after 
serving as the mayor of Charlotte, North Carolina, from 2009 to 
2013, During that time, he made efficient and innovative 
transportation investments the centerpiece of Charlotte’s job 
creation and economic recovery efforts. These investments 
included extending the LYNX light rail system, the largest capital project ever undertaken by the 
city, which will build new roads, bridges, transit as well as bicycle and pedestrian facilities; 
expanding Charlotte-Douglas International Airport, the sixth busiest in the world; working with 
North Carolina Governor Beverly Perdue to accelerate the 1-485 outer belt loop using a creative 
design-build-fmance approach, the first major project of its kind in North Carolina; and starting 
the Charlotte Streetcar project. 

Prior to being elected mayor, Foxx served two terms on the Charlotte City Council as an At- 
Large Representative. As a Council Member, Foxx chaired the Transportation Committee, 
where he helped shepherd the largest transportation bond package in the city’s history, enabling 
Charlotte to take advantage of record low interest rates and favorable con.struction pricing to 
stretch city dollars beyond initial projections. Foxx also chaired the Mecklenburg-Union 
Metropolitan Planning Organization. 

Foxx is an attorney and has spent much of his career in private practice. He also worked as a law 
clerk for the U.S. Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals, a trial attorney for the Civil Rights Division of 
the U.S. Department of Justice, and staff counsel to the U.S. House of Representatives 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Foxx received a law degree from New York University’s School of Law as a Root-Tilden 
Scholar, the University’s prestigious public service scholarship. He earned a bachelor’s degree 
in History from Davidson College. 



Foxx and his wife. Samara, have two children, Hillary and Zachary. 
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Mr. Latham. I guess we all understand the trust fund situation, 
the run-out in August, and the situation we have had with short- 
term extensions and all of that. In your budget, like you talked 
about, your 4-year, $203 billion proposal as far as infrastructure, 
you said you are going to be sending up specific legislation? 

Secretary Foxx. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Latham. When can we expect that? 

Secretary Foxx. We aim to send that legislation as early as pos- 
sible in April. 

Mr. Latham. In April? 

Secretary Foxx. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Latham. Does that include also the funding mechanisms? 

Secretary Foxx. Details of the funding mechanism were alluded 
to in the budget proposal, in the Treasury section of the proposal. 

Mr. Latham. Specifically that are going to pay for this? 

Secretary Foxx. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. But that will not be part of your legislation? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, just to elaborate further on the pay-for, 
what is contained in the budget proposal in the Treasury section 
are several areas of opportunity in progrowth business tax reform, 
including the $1- to $2 trillion of estimated corporate profits that 
are overseas. Included in that is also reducing accelerated deprecia- 
tion and eliminating last in first out accounting. And those are 
three different ways. 

I would say to you that there are many ways to address 
progrowth business tax reform. We are open to the suggestions of 
Congress on that, but that is really a Treasury discussion. It is one 
of those discussions that we are part of, but it is a Treasury — 

Mr. Latham. You are not going to specify what you are talking 
about? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, I have given three very clear ideas that 
are contained in the budget proposal. 

Mr. Latham. But they won’t be in your bill. 

Secretary Foxx. Our bill will come in April. We will have a dis- 
cussion about what the contents of that bill are at that time. 

Mr. Latham. Well, I am concerned. You know, you talk about 
short-term extensions and start-stop, and basically in your 
progrowth reforms, talk about a one-time revenue influx of approxi- 
mately $150 billion, which is not sustainable, right? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, it is sustainable over a period of 4 years, 
which is several grades better than 2 years or 18 continuing resolu- 
tions. 

Mr. Latham. But you are not going to specify what they are. 

Secretary Foxx. Well, as I say, this is a dialogue, not a mono- 
logue, and we are looking for areas of opportunity to have bipar- 
tisan cooperation on a pay-for. Progrowth business tax reform has 
bipartisan interest, and we think there is an opportunity to get to 
yes. 

Mr. Latham. Maybe you are not aware. I know Secretary 
LaHood, we have had several conversations back and forth in pub- 
lic and private about funding for reauthorization for long-term 
funding streams. Are you making any proposals for that? 
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Secretary Foxx. Well, we believe that in terms of the President’s 
proposal that 4 years of funding and policy certainty would do a 
lot more than what we have been able to do in the last few years. 

Mr. Latham. But no permanent fix. So you are talking about an- 
other start-stop thing. 

Secretary Foxx. Well, I believe, sir, that having been on the local 
level, and having experienced what it is like to not know what the 
future holds even 6 months or 12 months from now, that a 4-year 
bill would be light years ahead of where we have been. 

Mr. Latham. Are you suggesting any increase in the gas tax, or 
vehicle miles driven, or any other long-term funding? 

Secretary Foxx. Not in this proposal, sir, but we remain open to 
ideas that Congress has. To be honest with you, if there are other 
ideas that Congress has to solve this problem, we have expressed 
our openness to those suggestions. 

Mr. Latham. Have you taken those off the table? The adminis- 
tration previously did. 

Secretary Foxx. We have been vep^ clear that we are open to any 
ideas that Congress has on this subject. 

Mr. Latham. So that is a change in policy? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, it is our position today. 

Mr. Latham. Which would be a change of policy. Okay. 

Why don’t we go — Mr. Pastor. I see I have a yellow light here. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Secretary Foxx, this is not a situation in which it is directed to 
you in terms that you are responsible for the situation, but I think 
that the chairman, as he asked those questions, and looking at fis- 
cal year 2015, that being an election year, being that probably 
major proposals, which include infrastructure development as well 
as tax reform, the probability is pretty small that it is going to hap- 
pen. But the close reality is that come August the Highway Trust 
Fund will probably be near broke, if not broke. And so trying to be 
more of a realist, and trying to help you as Secretary of Transpor- 
tation, have you and your staff looked at come August, Congress 
is gone for vacation or elections, what you would plan to do in in- 
forming the local ADOTs, Department of Transportation, et cetera? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, a couple of points on this. We believe that 
this situation will increasingly become dynamic as we get closer 
into the summer. There are a host of variables that have to be 
taken into account, including the facility of individual States at the 
point in time which, as we have said, is potentially as early as Au- 
gust. 

Mr. Pastor. Right. 

Secretary Foxx. So we are prepared to manage through the event 
should it occur, but our specific plans will have to be developed 
based on exactly what is happening at that particular time. And so 
we do not have what I would say is a blueprint today, but we are 
prepared and obviously looking at the Highway Trust Fund from 
month to month. We are making sure we are staying in contact 
with the States, and our plans will evolve as we get closer to that 
point. But I would also point out that our goal is to avoid that situ- 
ation, as I think is probably everyone’s goal in here, and we remain 
open to continuing the dialogue and hopefully coming up with an 
answer together with Congress. 
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Mr. Pastor. Well, I agree that that is the goal, hut achieving 
that goal sometimes is a few yards away, and you have to plan for 
what is the likely situation. And so trying to he a realist and trying 
to wish you success, I would counsel you that probably plan A 
ought to be come August that you will probably have to implement 
a plan that goes back to the States and local jurisdiction and deal 
with the trust fund so that the injury or the hardship doesn’t fall 
too hard, and we are able to at least accomplish a few things. 

Secretary Foxx. Congressman, Mr. Ranking Member, I would tell 
you that having spoken already to many Governors and State 
DOTs, that I cannot overemphasize the impact of going over the 
cliff for the States, including the fact that they are going to be let- 
ting contracts in July. And if we don’t have certainty on the fund- 
ing situation, there will be projects that may not get moving as a 
result, and it will be hard to get those projects moving again later. 

I think that is probably the story that I can tell you from a local 
perspective is that at some point if Congress solves this problem, 
what we are losing is the opportunity to keep the pipeline of 
projects moving from the design phase all the way through comple- 
tion. And over years and years and years of short-term measures, 
that is the problem that we are facing. 

So this is a problem that Congress has to solve, but I will say 
to you that I will spend every ounce of my energy and time with 
you to try to help find a bipartisan solution. 

Mr. Pastor. I appreciate that, Mr. Secretary. 

So I will yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Dent. 

Mr. Dent. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And good afternoon. Secretary Foxx. Welcome to the job. And 
good to have you here in front of the subcommittee. 

I am not going to belabor the point either on the Trust Fund 
challenges except to say that, you know, there are some States out 
there like mine, Pennsylvania, literally bit the bullet on transpor- 
tation funding fairly recently and did what they felt they had to do. 
And there was a lot of revenue in that equation as well. And I rec- 
ognize that we are going to have to work together on a bipartisan, 
bicameral way to resolve this problem, and it is going to require 
a lot of leadership on the part of the administration, too, to help 
us deal with this funding issue I think in a responsible way, in con- 
sultation, too, with Chairman Shuster and Ranking Member 
Rahall, who are going to have a lot to say about this. 

I don’t expect you to respond to that. We have talked enough 
about it already, but I know we are going to have to confront it. 

I want to move to the hazardous materials safety permit issue. 
I want to highlight an issue one of my constituents has brought to 
my attention. For a few years now, a company in my district has 
voiced a lot of concerns about the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Ad- 
ministration Hazardous Material Safety Program. This constitu- 
ent’s frustrations are twofold. He believes the standards used to 
evaluate carriers do not adequately measure safety. And, two, the 
current rules do not provide an appeals process prior to automati- 
cally being denied a permit. These seemingly arbitrary rulings are 
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having real consequences and effect on their livelihoods and a lot 
of industries in my area. 

And pursuant to MAP-21, the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Ad- 
ministration was required to conduct a study of the HMSP pro- 
gram. That study should have been completed and reported hack 
to Congress by October 1 of 2013. To date, we have not received 
that report. When can Congress expect that report. Secretary? 

Secretary Foxx. Sir, I will have to come back to you with a spe- 
cific answer on the status of that report. I will go back to my staff 
and ask them to update your staff on that. I am also aware that 
you and the administrator of the Federal Motor Carriers, Anne 
Ferro, have spoken earlier this week about a specific situation. 

Hazmat Report 

The Federal Motor Carriers Safety Administration transmitted the report on the 
implementation of the Hazardous Materials Safety Permit (HMSP) program on 
March 11, 2014. The report describes the FMCSA’s HMSP program and provides in- 
formation on the study overview, the number safety permits, State equivalency to 
Federal permits, and recommendations to improve the HMSP program. A copy of 
the report will be provided to staff. 

Mr. Dent. Yeah. And I just want to say, too, that I want to com- 
mend Administrator Ferro and her staff for the hard work in pur- 
suing these available remedies for my constituents under the cur- 
rent regulatory structure, and she and her staff have been very 
helpful. And while the work is certainly appreciated, and much re- 
mains to be done to fix the current shortcomings and inequities 
currently in the present regulatory structure, I am aware that the 
FMCSA again wants to pursue a compliance safety accountability 
rulemaking before handling any of these HMSP issues. 

In considering Federal Motor Carrier Safety previously accepted 
a petition for the HMSP rulemaking, I am looking for your commit- 
ment that you will seriously consider expediting regulatory consid- 
eration of fixes to the Hazardous Material Safety Program. In the 
meantime, I simply ask that you utilize your agencies to the fullest 
extent possible to review, where you have the authority, to pursue 
administrative remedies and expedite interim solutions as soon as 
possible, because this is creating some real hardships in States like 
mine, where we have a lot of mining activities, and extraction, and 
cement, and others, and quarrying that goes on. It is having a very 
real impact. So I appreciate your consideration and that of Anne 
Ferro. 

On the issue of contract tower funding, the President’s budget re- 
quest included $140 million for the Contract Tower Program, and 
$10.35 million is used for the Contract Tower Cost Share Program. 
And by the way, currently there are 252 airports in 46 States that 
participate in that program, including 5 in my State. Can you 
elaborate on DOT’s possible support for this important air traffic 
safety program in fiscal year 2015? This is a very important issue 
in my district as well. 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. The FAA’s fiscal year 2015 budget request 
includes funding to continue to operate the Contract Tower Pro- 
gram. Given today’s constrained budget environment and the in- 
creasing demand on our aviation system. Congressman, the FAA is 
taking a hard look at all the services they provide. And, as you 
know, there is a reauthorization process that will be underway in 
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fiscal year 2015, and so we will have more discussion about that, 
but at present that is what our budget contains. 

Mr. Dent. How much time do I have, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Latham. You are under a minute. 

Mr. Dent. Okay. Thank you. 

Then I will just quickly go to airport infrastructure funding. The 
FAA has faced repeated financial obstacles, as you know, in recent 
years. We had the partial FAA shutdown in 2011, the government 
shutdown. I just want to say the President’s proposal to fund high- 
way and transit investments assumes that the Highway Trust 
Fund receives a one-time infusion of revenues from tax reform. 
What support is there within the administration for improving our 
Nation’s airports? And can you speak a little bit about the FAA and 
its budget proposal? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, obviously our air system is very important, 
and our proposal would do a couple of things. First, it would imple- 
ment a PFC charge that large hub airports could implement. It 
gives them flexibility to have more local control over resources. And 
we would reduce the AIP program by about $450 million. That re- 
duction is basically paid for by the additional flexibility with the 
larger airports. The small airports are not affected by that. And so 
for the small airports, they are more or less held harmless, but 
there is more flexibility for the larger hub airports. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you. 

Mr. Dent has a really good way of asking a question just when 
the light turns red. Good job. 

Mrs. Lowey, I was going to recognize you, and then you could 
yield to Mr. Rogers. And then I will recognize you again. 

Mrs. Lowey. Oh, okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is my pleas- 
ure to yield to the distinguished chairman of the whole committee, 
Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rogers. I thank the gentlelady for yielding. 

I apologize for being late to the hearing. Consequently, I have a 
statement I will make rather than question, Mr. Secretary. But 
thank you for being here, and thanks for your hard work. 

Because Ranking Member Lowey and I have committed to move 
all 12 appropriations bills individually through the subcommittees, 
to the full committee, the floor, conference with the Senate, we 
plan to move our process along at a very brisk pace this year. 
Thus, this hearing is one of the earliest in history. Unquestionably, 
this return to regular order is critical to crafting bills that wisely 
expend taxpayer dollars. The fiscal year 2014 omnibus package — 
I started to say ominous, which it is 

Mr. Simpson. It was. 

Mr. Rogers. But the omnibus package that we put together and 
passed in January through the work of this subcommittee and the 
other subcommittees on appropriations are a prime example of 
what we can accomplish together. This committee was able to pro- 
vide every facet of the Federal Government with adequate, respon- 
sible funding, while continuing to reduce Federal spending, totaling 
$165 billion in cuts since 2010. And while these hard-fought reduc- 
tions on the discretionary side of the ledger have been critically im- 
portant and given us all an opportunity to make our government 
more lean and more efficient, the reality is that we need to tackle 
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our mandatory spending programs, where two-thirds of spending is 
now located, the real driver of our debt. 

And yet I see no leadership from this administration to tackle 
that issue head on in its budgetary submissions, including yours. 
Quite to the contrary, your budget proposal proposes to shift even 
more money into mandatory programs for infrastructure spending, 
off-loading about $4.2 billion worth of fiscal year 2014 programs 
and activities over to the mandatory side, where the problem is. 
And just as disappointing, your proposal once again utilizes budget 
gimmicks that Congress has time and again said no to, gobbling up 
passenger facility fees, a nonexistent, nonauthorized transportation 
trust fund that no one knows what it is. Candidly, Mr. Secretary, 
our committee, we can’t budget with imaginary money, and neither 
should you try. 

I am also concerned about the priorities this administration has 
which continues to push billions of dollars toward short stretches 
of high-speed rail projects when roads and bridges around the 
country are falling apart. California is banking on receiving up- 
wards of $40 billion for its high-speed rail projects, including $2.5 
billion in fiscal year 2015 alone. 

How can we look our constituents in the eye and with a straight 
face and tell them that a stretch of high-speed railway in California 
with sparse ridership potential is a better use of Federal tax dol- 
lars than bridges over the Ohio River or an interstate highway 
through eastern Kentucky? 

It is our job to ask these questions and set these priorities 
straight in our appropriations process, and that is what this is all 
about. So I thank you for being here and hearing us out. 

I yield. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And because the gentlelady was so gracious, she will be recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. Lowey. You are very kind. 

And it is a pleasure again to welcome you here, Mr. Secretary. 

Over the past year, as you well know, there have been 5 rail acci- 
dents on Metro-North’s system in New York and Connecticut, 
which resulted in 6 deaths, nearly 130 injuries, one of whom was 
a constituent of mine. In fact, just 2 days ago another Metro-North 
worker was struck and killed by a train. 

DOT did launch a comprehensive and systemic safety review of 
Metro-North’s operations in December. This committee requested a 
final report on DOT’s findings by March 17. Can we expect to see 
your final report by March 17? Can you give us a preview of the 
findings? And are you getting everything you need from Metro- 
North? 

Secretary Foxx. Madam Ranking Member, first of all, we appre- 
ciate your leadership in leading the charge in requesting that re- 
port. Our staff has been working very hard with Metro-North on 
the Operation Deep Dive. Our goal is actually to beat the deadline, 
and I feel like things are tracking well there. And our staff will be 
in touch with yours and with the committee as this process moves 
along, but I expect to beat the deadline. 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you. 
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Now, the budget requests $825 million to help implement posi- 
tive train control systems on commuter railroads. The NTSB has 
stated that if a positive train control had been installed on the 
Metro-North’s tracks, the deadly derailment in the Bronx would 
have been prevented. 

As you know, the freight and passenger railroads are required to 
implement PTC by 2015. How many railroads do you expect to 
meet the 2015 deadline, and what happens to those that don’t meet 
the deadline? And the budget assumes that positive train control 
funding will be phased out by 2018. Will you request that the im- 
plementation deadline be extended beyond 2015? And without the 
funding you requested in the budget, how difficult will it be for the 
commuter railroads to meet the 2015 deadline? And is the Railroad 
Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing Program a viable op- 
tion to fund PTC? Do you have any active applications for this pur- 
pose? 

And I thank you. If you can remember all of those, let’s talk 
about positive train control in the couple of minutes left. 

Secretary Foxx. Sure. And any responses that I don’t provide di- 
rectly to the questions that you asked, I would like to submit for 
the record more full answers to those questions. 

[The information follows:] 
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POSITIVE TRAIN CONTROL DEADLINE 

• Positive Train Control (PTC) is a system for monitoring and controlling 
train movements to provide increased safety. When PTC is in place, trains 
receive information about its location and where it is allowed to safely 
travel. 

• In its August 2012 report to Congress, FRA identified a number of 
programmatic and technical issues that could hinder the timely 
implementation of PTC. 

• After the report was published, a new issue arose: deployment of 22,000 
PTC communications towers. The nature of the issues and the extent to 
which they affect individual covered railroads are not uniform. 

• The issues affecting each railroad, the ability of the railroad to address the 
issues, the availability and effectiveness of alternative solutions, and 
associated safety risks are key detenninants in establishing reasonable 
timelines for the completion of PTC deployment. 

• With the exception of a few entities, FRA believes that the majority of 
railroads will not be able to complete full PTC implementation by the 
December 31, 2015, deadline. 

• Partial deployment can likely be achieved; however, that depends on the 
successful resolution of any current or potential issues discovered during the 
implementation process. 

• The emergent issue regarding the construction of PTC communications 
towers will significantly decrease the scope of partial deployment from 
earlier reports. 


• If railroads do not complete PTC deployment by the statutory deadline, FRA 
will continue working with stakeholders to ensure PTC is implemented as 
quickly, efficiently, reliably, and safely as possible. 


While FRA has the statutory authority to assess civil penalties or take other 
enforcement actions for each day a railroad does not implement PTC after 
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the required deadline, FRA also has considerable discretion to decide 
whether or not to take enforcement action. 

• FRA would need to examine the specific circumstances of non-compliance 
and all other factors related to a potential violation at that time. 
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Mrs. Lowey. Thank you. 

Secretary Foxx. The short answer is that we are hearing from 
railroads all the time about the December 31, 2015, deadline. Many 
of them are telling us that they will not be able to meet the dead- 
line. We are very committed to getting PTC implemented, but just 
being very blunt, that is what we are hearing from the railroad 
community. 

Despite the difficulties of it, we are committed to doing every- 
thing we can at DOT to encourage and help move things along, and 
that is part of the reason why the budget request contains the $825 
million amount to help implement this. 

We do think that in some cases, particularly for commuter sys- 
tems, but also for some of the other rail systems, including short 
lines and so forth, that many of them will seek to take advantage 
of some of our programs, including potentially the RRIF program 
that you mentioned. 

So we are continuing to work through this issue, but we are 
hearing from industry that it is going to be tough to meet the dead- 
line. 

Mrs. Lowey. Now, just lastly before we go to red, the last ques- 
tion was is the Railroad Rehabilitation Improvement Financing 
Program a viable option to fund PTC, and have you gotten applica- 
tions for this purpose? 

Secretary Foxx. I would like to have our staff send you specifics 
on whether we have received applications. I am not aware that we 
have. But let’s confirm that, and I will make sure we get that to 
you promptly. 

[The information follows:] 


RRIF 

Yes, we can fund PTC through RRIF under 45 U.S.C. 822(b)(1), and we do have 
a pending application for this purpose. 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you so much. We appreciate your commit- 
ment. We look forward to working with you on this. Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mrs. Lowey. 

Ms. Granger. 

Ms. Granger. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

While we were under sequestration last year, the Department of 
Transportation came close to canceling contracts for airports that 
were in the Contract Tower Program. And as a result then. Con- 
gress specifically included $140 million for that program in fiscal 
year 2014 from this subcommittee. But the President’s fiscal year 
2015 budget request doesn’t include that specific funding. So I will 
ask you why it didn’t. And also, will you commit to funding the 
Contract Tower Program without a specific line item in the fiscal 
year 2015 THUD appropriations bill? 

Secretary Foxx. Congresswoman, the FAA’s fiscal year 2015 
budget does include funding to continue to operate the Contract 
Tower Program. I am not sure what the discrepancy may be, but 
we can certainly have our staffs reach back to you. 

[The information follows:] 

Contract Towers 

• Yes, funding for contract towers is included in the FY 2015 President’s Budget. 
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• Congress provided $140 million in the FY 2014 appropriation to continue to op- 
erate existing contract towers. This includes $129.7 million for the base program 
and $10.3 million for the cost share program. 

• FAA’s FY 2015 budget request includes the funding needed to continue to fully 
operate the contract tower program. 

• The Contract Tower and Cost Share programs do not appear as distinct line 
items in FAA’s budget justification. Funding for these programs is included in the 
$7.4 billion request for FAA Operations. 

Ms. Granger. Okay. Good. Thank you. 

Another question has to do with your Competitive Surface Trans- 
portation Grant program. Can you tell me how that differs from 
the TIGER grant program. 

Secretary Foxx. Let’s see. Are you talking about the CIP pro- 
gram under the highway 

Ms. Granger. It is the Competitive Surface Transportation 
Grant program is the way it is listed. 

Secretary Foxx. I think it is the Fixing and Accelerating Surface 
Transportation. Is that — okay. So the FAST initiative is an initia- 
tive that is really driving innovation at the State and local level. 
We have, as you know, out of our $ 70-plus billion budget, more 
than half of it is distributed to States by way of formula. And as 
I pointed out in my opening remarks, our desire is to attack the 
infrastructure deficit both by addressing the revenue issues 
through progrowth business tax reform, and, secondly, by address- 
ing it by increasing efficiency in the system. 

Well, the reality is we have precious few tools to require States 
to operate more efficiently. And so the FAST program is designed 
to award funding for projects in States that actually implement 
process innovations that are designed to accelerate the delivery of 
project. So it is actually trying to use a carrot to get projects done 
faster, and our hope is by funding a few projects and incentivizing 
at the State level, we help all projects move forward on a more ac- 
celerated basis. 

Ms. Granger. All right. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Quigley. We will go in order of appearance here when the 
hearing started. 

Mr. Quigley. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, I have learned very quickly to ask you these ques- 
tions as specifically as possible. 

Mrs. Lowey brought up the tragedy that took place in New York 
surrounding areas. Positive train control. The first issue is will 
there be an extension of this deadline or not? Do you conceive any 
way that this is going to go forward without an extension, and 
freight and passenger rail will be able to comply without it? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, Congress has basically put a deadline on 
positive train control, December 31, 2015, and we are doing every- 
thing we can to help the rail industry get there. To be honest, what 
we are hearing from the rail industry is that they are not going to 
be able to make the deadline. 

Mr. Quigley. Right. 

Secretary Foxx. So we are going to keep doing everything we 
can, but I am just telling you what we are hearing back from the 
rail industry. 
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Mr. Quigley. And at some point you all are going to have to help 
us. We got to do this together. There are lives at stake, but there 
is a certain realistic aspect to this and how will we get this done 
as soon as possible. So, you know, at this juncture it is hard for 
you to imagine that this is going to be — they are going to meet 
these deadlines without an extension, correct? 

Secretary Foxx. I think that is fair to say. 

Mr. Quigley. Okay. 

Secretary Foxx. And, again, we continue to offer any technical 
assistance that Congress may need as it looks at this issue. 

Mr. Quigley. And we appreciate that. 

The financial assistance outlined with the $825 million you 
talked about is one thing. There is also the current omnibus, which 
seems to give you extraordinary discretion about how to use funds 
to various rail programs. Would this be one of those that you would 
include? 

Secretary Foxx. We would use every tool at our disposal to try 
to help the industry meet the obligations under PTC. 

Mr. Quigley. Well, we would encourage you, given the risk that 
is involved, the tragedy that could have taken place in Chicago and 
many other cities unfortunately just as easily. 

With the time I have left, bicycles. It seems that we are buying 
fewer cars and driving fewer miles. And the good news is they are 
riding their bikes more. But in Illinois, the number of deaths na- 
tionally and number of deaths attributed to automobile accidents 
has gone down, but it is not true for bikes and pedestrians. Those 
numbers have actually gone up, the deaths for bikes and pedes- 
trians. Nearly 17 percent of Illinois traffic facilities are now 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Will the Department of Transportation prioritize the establish- 
ment of separate performance measures for bike and pedestrian 
safety? And what is the stance on the rise in these fatalities and 
what you can do? 

Secretary Foxx. It is an issue of great concern to me as well. 
Congressman, having been a mayor, and having left a community 
that was seeing an uptick in both bicycle and pedestrian accidents 
and fatalities. We view that as one of the issues that we as a De- 
partment need to tackle. And so it is one of my top priorities. 

We will be advancing a bill, as I said, as early as possible in Au- 
gust, and I would love to have a conversation with you once that 
bill hits the street. 

Mr. Quigley. And in the meantime, if you could pass on to us 
some of the measures that you have that are possible to deal with 
these issues to the committee and to my staff, I would certainly ap- 
preciate that. 

Secretary Foxx. Sure. 

[The information follows:] 
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BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY 

• Both the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) have been providing 
pedestrian and bicyclist safety tools, resources, and technical assistance to 
our stakeholders for a long time. 

• For example, FHWA has conducted a Focused Approach to Pedestrian 
Safety initiative for a decade. FHWA has also released expert systems (i.e., 
Pedsafe and Bikesafe) to help communities diagnose and treat pedestrian 
and bicyclist safety. 

• NHTSA has created training and education materials for those who are most 
at risk - the young and the old - and for others, such as law enforcement, 
parents, and educators, who can influence behavior. 

• Going forward the Department will soon release an action plan including 
behavioral, vehicle engineering, and infrastructure initiatives to address the 
issue. The plan will include a range of strategies such as: 

• Bicyclist and Pedestrian Problem Identification. NHTSA plans to 
perform an extensive analysis of Fatality Analysis Reporting System 
(FARS) to determine crash characteristics of bicyclists and pedestrians 
injured and killed in motor vehicle crashes. FHWA recently released a 
new version of Pedsafe and will release a new version of Bikesafe soon. 
These new versions incorporate the latest safety countermeasures for 
improving safety for pedestrians and bicyclists. 

• Proven Safety Countermeasures. FHWA promotes nine safety 
countermeasures that are known to be effective but do not have 
widespread implementation. Three of these are especially helpful for 
improving pedestrian and bicyclist safety. These include the pedestrian 
hybrid beacon (PHB), median refuges, and road diets. FHWA will 
release new guides for the PHB and road diets in the next few months. 
These resources will help agencies understand how such safety 
countermeasures can be used in their communities. 

• New Pedestrian Safety Education and Enforcement Demonstrations. 

NHTSA expects to announce shortly the second round of demonstration 
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awards to support pedestrian safety in focus cities/states. Award 
recipients will implement pedestrian safety education and enforcement 
efforts in coordination with FHWA technical assistance on infrastructure 
efforts for pedestrian safety focus cities. FHWA will release a new 
version of Bicycle Safer Journey (the companion resource to the 
Pedestrian Safer Journey) which is an educational resource to help 
children learn how to ride a bike safely, 

• Rear Visibility. The Department remains committed to improving 
rearview visibility for drivers to prevent pedestrian and bicyclist injuries 
and fatalities. NHTSA’s final rule, which responds to a statutory 
mandate, will require rear view cameras in all new light vehicles. That 
rule is currently under review at OMB. Also, we recently updated the 
New Car Assessment Program (NCAP) to include recommendations to 
consumers on vehicle models that contain rearview video systems that 
can substantially enhance a driver’s ability to avoid a back over crash. 
The Department believes that highlighting rearview video systems will 
encourage consumers to consider new vehicles with this technology and 
cause the associated safety benefits to be more widely realized not only 
prior to the publication of a final rule to amend the Federal Motor 
Vehicle Safety Standards (FMVSS), but also during any phase-in period 
between the final rule’s promulgation and its full implementation. 

• Since 2008 the State Highway Safety Offices (SHSO) have been voluntarily 
reporting to NHTS A on 1 3 safety metrics, one of which is pedestrian 
fatalities. 

• MAP-2 1 made the reporting of annual targets for those metrics a 
requirement beginning in fiscal year 2014, and SHSOs reported to NHTSA 
targets for their pedestrian fatality measures in their State Highway Safety 
Plans. 

• MAP-21 requires the Department to coordinate with the Governors Highway 
Safety Association (GHSA) in revising the set of required performance 
measures. The Department has been coordinating with GHSA to add a new 
bicycle fatality performance measure to accompany the existing pedestrian 
measure. 
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Mr. Quigley. Thank you, Mr. Chair. I yield back. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Quigley. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And thank you. Secretary Foxx, for being here. I have a few 
questions, so I am going to talk a little fast. 

First, I would like to focus on the New Starts title, specifically 
the Columbia River crossing, which connects Vancouver, Wash- 
ington, to Portland, Oregon. And I see that the administration is 
requesting $65 million again for the project, and here is the prob- 
lem. The project is dead. The only votes on this project in Clark 
County, Washington, where the bridge would land on the Wash- 
ington side, the Clark County residents voted against it not once, 
but twice, in 2012 and then in 2013. Specifically, they voted 
against the light rail portion, which is where the funding that you 
all are proposing would go to, not necessarily fixing the bridge. And 
in the Washington State Legislature it denied proposals to fund the 
project in 2013, a year ago, and then they didn’t even consider it 
this session, which I think closes today or tomorrow. And then last 
week, the Oregon Legislature refused the only funding proposal left 
for the bridge, and now they have adjourned for the year. 

So I guess I want to know why the administration is still push- 
ing a project on States and citizens who appear not to want it. 

And then secondly, what I really would like from the Department 
is to finally acknowledge that this proposal is not the right one. We 
recognize, I believe, we need a fix here. You know, the 1-5 connects 
Canada and Mexico. It is a Federal responsibility. We have to keep 
at this. But will you all refocus and help us come up with a real 
solution that both Oregon and Washington can support? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, let me say that at the time that our budget 
was developed, there was still activity associated with the project. 
And it is clear that the project as it had been conceived and pro- 
posed is not moving forward. And so for that reason, that is why 
it appears in our budget. 

We don’t have large pools of discretionary dollars in the Federal 
Highway Administration to move getting a bridge like this done, 
and that is part of the reason, I suspect, that the proposal came 
to us the way it did with the heavy FTA component to it. 

You know, I think the folks at the local level are going to have 
to pick up the pieces and figure out what they want to do, and we 
will continue to try to help communities as we can. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. And I think you hit the nail on the head, 
the community needs to decide what is best for them. And I agree, 
this project has gotten bigger and bigger and more costly and more 
costly. I mean, the light rail piece that you all were talking about 
funding was I think almost $200 million more than the most ex- 
pensive mile of light rail in the country. So I definitely think we 
can do better with the limited resources that we have to work with. 

You know, one of the things I really want to see, as we are put- 
ting together a solution, it is 1-5, it is still a Federal responsibility, 
it still needs to be shorn up for safety purposes. You know, I want 
to see us move people. Last year your predecessor said we, quote, 
“don’t build bridges to get people places more quickly or relieve 
congestion.” I am not going to ask you to comment on your prede- 
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cessor, but I would hope that as we are moving forward with a so- 
lution, that when we come up with something that is going to help 
us for safety purposes, it also is okay that we address congestion, 
and we would like your help with that. 

Secretary Foxx. Well, you know, I have high admiration for my 
predecessor. He is a great, great guy and, I know, a friend of many 
people in this room. 

But separate and apart from that, we as a Department don’t pick 
projects for communities. They pick them, and then we try to sup- 
port them. And in this case there was a coalition of folks at the 
local level and the State level that prodded this project along over 
a long period of time. If there is a different combination of folks 
that want to figure something else out, that is up to the commu- 
nity, and we will continue to wait and see what happens. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Hopefully you will be willing to work 
with the community and help fund what the community comes up 
with. I guess that is backing into the question. 

Secretary Foxx. That is always our posture. 

We also have the problem of what to do with funds that have 
been sunk into this project, and we will continue to work on that 
issue as well. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. And before my time expires, skipping 
over, there is a lot of uncertainty over the shipping of oil through 
southwest Washington via rail. And rightly, there are strong con- 
cerns regarding the safety of the rail cars that carry the oil. And 
I think industry agrees that we need new safety standards. I as- 
sure you our communities are very much in support. And we are 
hoping that newer, stronger safety standards be issued as soon as 
possible. And where is DOT — or perhaps maybe on the next round 
you can answer where DOT is in the rulemaking process and what 
we should expect in new oil car safety regulations. So perhaps you 
can think about that. And we can move on, and maybe he can an- 
swer that next round. 

Mr. Latham. That would he fine. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Okay. Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. I would appreciate that. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Secretary, the missing Malaysian Airline flight 
jetliner has raised many questions that are relevant to several ex- 
ecutive departments. Homeland Security, State, and especially 
Transportation. A massive international sea search with more than 
40 planes and ships from at least 10 nations searching the area so 
far turned up no trace of the plane. But even if we were to quickly 
find the plane wreckage, many questions are going to remain until 
we have information that is contained in flight data recorders, or 
black boxes. In the event of an accident, this data is essential in 
determining what went wrong. 

Safety experts have worried for a long time that delays in re- 
trieving recorder information that can help explain a crash can 
keep critical information hidden, yet recovering these black boxes 
and the data they track is no simple matter. We are reminded of 
that in the case of this Malaysian Air flight. But nearly every 
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major commercial air accident that has occurred over water or in 
remote areas has resulted in a costly and time-consuming recovery. 
In many cases, including the planes that brought down the Twin 
Towers, the boxes are never recovered. In addition, some recorders 
when they are found don’t yield high-quality data because they 
have been damaged by a crash. 

Now, there is technology, automatic deployable flight recorders, 
that is extremely useful in such instances. This technology is not 
new. It was developed in the 1960s in Canada. It has been used 
by the military for decades. Deployable units. They usually contain 
both the flight data and cockpit voice recorder, as well as an emer- 
gency locator to help them be found. 

High-profile cases have led to the call for a broader application 
of deployables on commercial aircraft, as you well know. The Inter- 
national Civil Aviation Organization currently has such a rec- 
ommendation under consideration. A 1999 National Transportation 
Safety Board recorder symposium included a discussion of ADFR 
benefits. And the 9/11 Commission staff recommended that the 
Federal Government take steps to ensure the survivability and 
quick recoverability of black boxes from commercial air crashes. 

So as a result of these recommendations, I secured funding a few 
years ago for a pilot program at the Transportation Security Ad- 
ministration that successfully tested in concept the ability of 
ADFRs to improve rapid access to flight data following commercial 
aviation crashes, while also providing localization of downed air- 
craft and potential survivors. 

I am one of a bipartisan group of Members that has strongly 
urged the use of deployables on American commercial passenger 
aircraft. In fact, I previously introduced legislation, along with Rep- 
resentative Duncan of Tennessee, the SAFE Act, which would re- 
quire the installation of a second backup set of deployable flight 
data and cockpit voice recorders on new commercial passenger air- 
craft, specifically those that are expected to operate long distances 
over ocean or remote-location routes. This legislation would also 
create a reimbursement mechanism for the security upgrade. 

Well, now the need for this has once again been demonstrated. 
The pilot work has been done at TSA. The ball is in the FAA’s 
court. I wonder what degree of attention you have paid at this 
early point to this deployable technology. As you know, the fiscal 
year 2014 Appropriations Act included language that encourages 
the FAA to evaluate costs and benefits of this technology, and to 
work with the NTSB to support U.S. and international initiatives 
to develop standards for use of this critical safety technology on 
commercial passenger aircraft. So I wonder if you could give us an 
update what your agency is currently doing to follow through on 
this directive and where you think we might go with this. 

Secretary Foxx. Well, thank you for the question. 

The FAA is doing exactly what you suggested, which is they are 
evaluating the technology. And specifically, they are in the process 
of developing a plan to determine the cost-benefit of deploying the 
technology. 

It is unclear at this time, obviously, how that might have im- 
pacted the situation with the aircraft in Malaysia. There is a lot 



28 


of activity around the investigation there, and that remains a dy- 
namic situation. 

But to your greater point, it is a technology that we are aware 
of, and we are working very hard, and you have my commitment 
to continue working hard, to get this figured out. 

Mr. Price. Good. I do think it is time to move ahead on this. 
And, you know, it surely wouldn’t take too many searches like the 
one we are undertaking now. I mean, these costly, agonizing, ex- 
pensive searches. I mean, how many of those would it take to pay 
for this on every commercial aircraft, particularly newly manufac- 
tured commercial aircraft going forward? You have to ask what 
kind of cost-henefit ratio there would be here. I would think it 
would be highly favorable. This technology exists. It has been on 
military aircraft. The TSA has done its due diligence on this. I real- 
ly urge you to move this ahead. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Price. 

The gentleman from Idaho Mr. Simpson. 

Mr. Simpson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me first say how 
glad I am to be a new member of your subcommittee. It is an excit- 
ing subject. 

Secretary Foxx, thanks for being here today. This is kind of a 
strange question. I ask this both as chairman of the energy and 
water appropriations committee and as a new member of the 
Transportation Committee. One of the emerging issues that is 
being debated is the export of liquid natural gas. Congress changed 
the law to allow the Maritime Administration jurisdiction over off- 
shore LNG projects. DOE has two permits to export LNG pending 
that, as noted, will require your Maritime Administration to over- 
see and approve construction and shipping. 

What arrangements and formal working relationships have you 
established with the Department of Energy to ensure that you are 
working through any applications and approvals expeditiously? 
And has your Administrator formalized an agreement with the 
DOE for these offshore projects? Onshore projects, as you know, re- 
quire FERC approval, but offshore Maritime Administration and 
Department of Transportation must approve these. If not, why not? 
And if not, when can we expect to see you and Secretary Moniz 
maybe formalize a Memorandum of Understanding to move this 
forward? 

Secretary Foxx. Sir, I would like to come back on the record on 
that question and get you a thorough response to it. That is one 
that I was — it was a surprise. 

[The information follows:] 
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LNG PERMITTING 

• In 2004, MARAD established a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
with the Department of Energy, the Federal Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) and approximately ten other cooperating Federal agencies and 
subcomponents with regulatory responsibilities related to the licensing of 
deepwater ports, authorized by the Deepwater Port Act of 1974, as 
amended. 

• The MOU serves as a processing framework to ensure timely and cohesive 
evaluation of deepwater port license applications. More importantly, the 
framework is intended to ensure agencies work together with stakeholders 
to address issues in a timely manner, build consensus among governmental 
agencies, and ensure an expedited environmental review is undertaken prior 
to final decision by MARAD. 

• Over the past year, MARAD has conducted two interagency roundtables 
with DOE, FERC and other cooperating agencies to discuss revision and 
update of the MOU to include the agency’s recent authority to license 
deepwater export facilities. The MOU is currently being updated and will 
be completed in the next several months. 

• On October 1 8, 20 1 3 , the Maritime Administrator sent a letter to DOE 
requesting a separate and simultaneous export license review process for 
deepwater port export projects. Thereafter, MARAD initiated a conference 
call with DOE officials to discuss the matter further. While we have not yet 
reached a resolution, we continue to pursue this issue. 

• MARAD will continue efforts to engage DOE and all other cooperating 
agencies until resolution and con.sensus of the export licensing matter is 
achieved. 
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Mr. Simpson. Okay. Thank you. 

Mr. Simpson. Recently the Department of Transportation re- 
leased its conditions of performance report on the Nation’s highway 
and transit systems. The report estimated highway and transit 
needs for all levels of government based on a range of growth as- 
sumptions. The low-end highway need was $123.7 billion per year, 
and the low-end transit need was around $22 billion annually. 
Higher-end assumptions was obviously higher, but about the same 
ratio. 

The highway need is about six times the transit need under the 
report that was done, and while I am certainly not opposed to tran- 
sit, there are great needs in both transit and highways. However, 
your budget and reauthorization proposal would change the propor- 
tions of Federal support from today’s 4-to-l highway program dol- 
lars to transit program dollars ratio of basically 3 to 1 in spite of 
the fact that we still have about a 6-to-l need ratio between high- 
ways and transit. 

Could you explain to me and members of the subcommittee your 
reasoning behind this budget and how it seems to contradict what 
the report said? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, the report focuses on maintenance needs. 
It doesn’t focus on future capacity needs. And so we are taking a 
very limited, although a sizable limited, look at the overall system 
needs that we have as a country. That is the first point. 

The second point is that what our proposal — I am going to make 
sure we are clear on what our proposal does and what it doesn’t 
do. In order to shore up the Highway Trust Fund over a 4-year pe- 
riod, we need $63 billion to do that. Our proposal, using progrowth 
business tax reform and the transition dollars available, would put 
$150 billion into our surface transportation system, $63 billion of 
which would actually backfill the Highway Trust Fund. 

We don’t change the split in the Highway Trust Fund. The 80- 
20 split that has been traditionally there would still be there even 
with the additional $63 billion. What is different is what we would 
do with the additional dollars above and beyond backfilling the 
Highway Trust Fund. And there, we are addressing needs that we 
see happening in metro regions across the country. 

This is not just an urban challenge of tackling the 100 million 
people that we are going to have in this country above what we 
have today by 2050; this is also a suburban issue and a rural issue. 
Connecting these regions is going to be very important. Making 
sure people have predictable travel times that are consistent every 
single day is something that transit can give us that in some cases 
our highway system can’t. 

So I say to you it is not that we are changing the formula within 
the Highway Trust Fund, it is just that additional dollars from a 
new source gives us the ability to do what we believe the country 
needs. 

Mr. Simpson. I can’t see what the lights look like. 

Mr. Latham. Thirty seconds. 

Mr. Simpson. Let me ask you this real quickly before it turns 
red. Your budget and reauthorization proposal would increase tran- 
sit over 60 percent, but the rural transit program, so-called 53-11 
program, would increase by 2 or 3 percent. Assuming that there is 
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to be some cost increases, that is effectively a decrease in the rural 
transit programs, while the others are receiving huge increases. 
Why is that, Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary Foxx. Actually there are several programs that are 
added into our budget that we think will have significant rural 
components to them. For example, the bus rapid transit proposal, 
which is about $2.2 billion over 4 years, that proposal will actually 
help us connect rural areas, suburban areas to metro areas, which 
are job centers, places where people go to the doctor, pharmacy, or 
what have you. 

So I haven’t done an exhaustive look at the numbers that you 
just gave out, but I will be happy to have our staff respond back 
with really the full story on where the rural opportunities are. 

[The information follows.] 
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RURAL TRANSIT 

• The FY 20 1 5 President’s Budget request for the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) will be used for grants to construct new public transit 
systems; purchase and maintain transit vehicles and equipment; oversee 
transit safety; support regional transportation planning efforts; and improve 
the technology and service methods used in the delivery of public 
transportation services. 

• Within the funds requested for FTA, the Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and 
Individuals with Disabilities, Formula Grants for Rural Areas, and the 
Growing States and High Density States programs include approximately 
$750 million dedicated to supporting transit riders in rural areas. 

• In addition, the proposed discretionary Bus and Bus Facilities program and 
the Statewide Transportation Planning program make an estimated $670 
million available to both rural and urban areas. Funding for these programs 
is awarded to urban and rural providers through a competitive process or at 
the States’ discretion. 

• Finally, the $500 million requested for the new Rapid Growth Area Transit 
program could be used to connect rural areas experiencing rapid population 
growth or connect rural areas to suburban and urban areas with large 
increases in population. 
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Mr. Simpson. Thank you. 

Secretary Foxx. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Simpson. 

Mr. Ryan. 

Mr. Ryan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Welcome, Secretary Foxx. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Ryan. I have a lot of family that lives in Charlotte, and I 
remember the huzz down there when you were doing the light rail 
project. So it is good to have you hit the helm now here, and know- 
ing that that is a focus. I think it is the future of transportation, 
so thank you for your leadership already on this. 

Just to follow up on Mr. Simpson’s question, in eastern Ohio we 
have a lot of natural gas that is now coming out of the ground, and 
we are looking for opportunities to ship it around the world, if pos- 
sible. And I think it ties into the situation we are dealing with 
right now in the Ukraine where Ukraine gets 60 to 70 percent of 
its natural gas from Russia. And I think we have an obligation geo- 
politically to expedite the process the best we can. 

So I will submit a question for the record unless you want to an- 
swer it about generally what DOT is doing to address the infra- 
structure needs to help deal with the booming natural gas industry 
in some nontraditional areas like eastern Ohio and western PA. 

Secretary Foxx. Again, we will follow up with you on the record. 
PHMSA does provide a supporting function to the Federal Energy 
and Regulatory Commission’s siting and approval process for LNG 
facilities. FERC is the ultimate authority that may grant a permit 
to construct LNG facilities, and we have several applications that 
are pending review at the Department today that will help facili- 
tate this issue. But I want to make sure we get you a full response. 

[The information follows.] 
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NATURAL GAS SAFETY 

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration 

• While industry is responsible for building pipelines and investing in 
shipping containers that move natural gas and other hazardous materials 
across the nation, the President’s FY 2015 budget request supports the 
Department’s work to ensure that these products safely reach their 
destinations. For example, the request funds the Pipeline and Hazardous 
Materials Safety Administration, which has safety oversight for the safe 
transportation of hazardous material like natural gas. 

• Through the Pipeline Safety program, the Department supports federal and 
state inspector and enforcement staff to oversee the nation’s network of 2.6 
million miles of pipelines that move hazardous materials. The $160 million 
FY 2015 Pipeline Safety budget request also includes an additional $12 
million to improve the mapping of pipelines and integrate inspection data 
through the National Pipeline Information Exchange program. 

• Through the Hazardous Materials Safety program, the Department helps to 
ensure more than 6 million tons of hazardous materials safely move across 
roads and rail every day. The $52 million FY 2015 budget request for this 
program includes research and development funding that would help 

to establish a standard design to safely transport liquefied natural gas and for 
safe loading and unloading practices of hazardous materials, for example. 

Federal Railroad Administration 

• The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is closely monitoring existing 
and emerging operations in the Marcellus and Utica shale regions of eastern 
Ohio and surrounding States. The shortline railroads in this area have made 
substantial financial investments to improve infrastructure, equipment, and 
rolling stock, and to add manpower in anticipation of future traffic growth in 
the region. Consequently, FRA has significantly increased its operating 
practices, hazardous material inspections, and track inspections on freight 
railroads transporting natural gas and other products associated with the 
industry. 
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• For example, the Wheeling & Lake Erie Railway (Wheeling) and Genesee & 
Wyoming Inc. railroads (Genesee) are both handling a considerable amount 
of Marcellus shale gas. FRA has stepped up such inspections on the 
Wheeling and Genesee properties in FRA Region 2, which covers the 
District of Columbia and six States, including Ohio, Pennsylvania, and West 
Virginia. FRA inspectors in this region will continue to monitor existing 
and emerging operations to ensure safety and compliance with the 
Hazardous Materials Regulations. 
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Mr. Ryan. Okay. Dealing with pipelines and all the rest. So we 
will submit a couple questions that you can follow up on. 

The other question, too, I think there is an opportunity for us to 
convert a lot of our buses, for example, over to natural gas. Is there 
anything in this budget that can help expedite that process and 
help drive up some of the demand here in the U.S.? 

Secretary Foxx. We have had programs in the past, and we will 
continue to be entrepreneurial here with fuel alternative programs. 
In fact, back in the fall we launched a NOFA for one such effort. 

And one of the conversations that is very robust in the transit 
community right now is this issue of alternative fuels. And, you 
know, I think what I would say here is that that over the next 5 
to 10 years what is going to happen is the conversation is going to 
become much more of a mainstream conversation. Some of our typ- 
ical programs are also going to be programs that are supportive of 
these efforts. So I would look at the programs like the New Starts, 
the BRT proposal and so forth as ones that have great potentiality 
to help on this issue. 

Mr. Ryan. Are there any incentives as far as getting — you know, 
we obviously have a million gas stations around. It is harder to put 
up stations for natural gas, for example. Is there anything in here 
that areas like mine could look at to try to at least get that up off 
the ground? 

Secretary Foxx. This is a place where the function of the Depart- 
ment of Energy and the Department of Transportation have some 
intersect. I would like to come back to you with a specific response 
that takes into account both the DOT and the DOE impacts there 
to be more comprehensive. 

Mr. Ryan. Okay. I just think there is a great opportunity for this 
administration to take the lead on some of this. I mean, we have 
plentiful natural gas, and there is an opportunity for you to drive 
it. And we talk a lot about how do we get the post office working 
on natural gas? How do we use the Department of Transportation 
and the grant process for new buses, or retrofits, or whatever the 
case may be to move in this direction? So I think there is a great 
opportunity for you to take the lead here. 

One last question. I know this is more or less HUD, but there 
is some interaction and interfacing going on between Department 
of Transportation and HUD with the Livable Cities program. Can 
you talk a little bit? Is there money in here for that? Is that pri- 
marily funded through HUD, which I seem to think it is? And is 
there something that we could maybe do from this committee that 
would allow that to function better in your time that you have been 
there? Is there something we can do, because I think it is a great, 
great concept. 

Secretary Foxx. Yeah. We do see increasing intersection between 
the transportation facilities that are being placed in communities 
and the concomitant development that occurs around those facili- 
ties. The Livable Communities Initiative has been a wonderful col- 
laboration. 

We have quality-of-life measures, if you will, built into lots of our 
programs, and it is now becoming more, as I say, sort of a more 
mainstream consideration as we look at some of our programs like 
New Starts, as we look at TIGER and others. We do have planning 
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money in the TIGER grant process this year, $35 million, which 
can help communities plan, and we will look to do that. 

I apologize, Mr. Chair. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you very much, Mr. Ryan. 

Mr. Ryan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. Mr. Wolf. 

Mr. Wolf. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Welcome, Mr. Secretary. I want to thank you for your support for 
the Silver Line out to Dulles Airport. That has heen strongly sup- 
ported by Secretary LaHood and by the entire congressional delega- 
tion in the House, and Senator Warner and Senator Kaine in the 
Senate. I don’t know if you met with Jack Potter yet. Have you spo- 
ken to Jack Potter? I would recommend you might want to meet 
with the Airport Authority Board. But DOT has been very sup- 
portive, and I want to thank you. And I will call them and ask 
them to give your office a call if I can, because it a great invest- 
ment, I think. 

I want to ask you a question that I have been thinking about. 
We are seeing more localities, even the District of Columbia, now 
moving toward legalizing marijuana. This committee has done yeo- 
man’s work on both sides of the aisle on all the safety issues. I was 
chairman of this committee for 6 years. Safety came up over and 
over, .08, 21-year age drinking. Is anyone down at DOT looking at 
I won’t say the drunk driving aspect of smoking marijuana, driving 
an automobile, driving a truck? Because I saw there was the con- 
ference out in Denver; the police were very confused on how they 
can see if there is an intoxication or whatever. Are you doing any- 
thing? Is there anything planned on that? 

Secretary Foxx. NHTSA is currently conducting research to im- 
prove our understanding of this area. There are also State-level ef- 
forts that are underway that are supported by NHTSA, including 
a nationwide network of 7,000 drug-recognition experts. These are 
officers who are trained to recognize and document signs of 
drugged driving. We also understand that States are also doing 
driver evaluations performed by these officers, assisted by criminal 
justice professionals. 

The reality here is that the Office of National Drug Control Pol- 
icy is a partner with us on this issue, and while Federal law has 
not changed, we recognize that this is an issue that needs to be 
tackled. And we will continue being committed to working with 
States that have legalized marijuana to find acceptable standards. 

Mr. Wolf. Are you looking at other countries, for instance in 
Holland and places like that, to see what their experience was, or 
are you just domestically looking locally in the United States, or 
are you looking abroad, too? 

Secretary Foxx. As a data-based organization, our goal is always 
to look not only domestically, but to look internationally where we 
can. I will come back to you with the specific nature of what 
NHTSA has looked at internationally. 

[The information follows.] 
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DRUGGED DRIVING 

• The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) is 
addressing the drugged driving issue through research and by disseminating 
new resources for law enforcement training. 

• The agency is now completing data collection for the voluntary and 
anonymous National Roadside Survey on Alcohol and Drug Use by Drivers. 
This survey is conducted on an approximate 1 0-year cycle for the purpose of 
measuring the proportion of drivers with impairing substances in their 
systems. 

• Improvements in drug testing teclmology allowed drug use information to be 
collected for the first time in the previous iteration of this survey in 2007. 
The current iteration of the survey will provide the first indications of drug 
use trends. Such information is critical for assessing the nature of the 
problem, targeting programs and allocating prevention program resources. 

• NHTSA has recently completed data collection for a Drugged Driving Crash 
Risk Study which will provide critical information on the association of drug 
use and crash risk. The agency is also examining the utility of new drug 
testing technology in the criminal justice system. 

• NHTSA supports a nationwide network of drug recognition officers who are 
trained to identify signs and symptoms of drug use by suspected impaired 
drivers. NHTSA and the Office of National Drug Control Policy recently 
developed on online version of one such training program and is 
disseminating the program through law enforcement channels. 

• The agency has looked carefully at the experiences of other nations with 
regard to drugged driving particularly in the area of research. The DRUID 
Study (Driving Under the Influence of Drugs, Alcohol and Medicines), a 
collaborative effort of 20 European nations, was an important reference 
point in the design of NHTSA’s Drugged Driving Crash Risk Study. 
European drugged driving prevention and enforcement programs have also 
been examined for lessons learned and to assess evidence of effectiveness 
for potentially transferrable strategies. As in the U.S., programs to control 
drugged driving in other nations tend to focus on criminal justice 
approaches. 
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Mr. Wolf. Thank you very much. 

Secretary Foxx. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Latham. Mr. Joyce. 

Mr. Joyce. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I know sort of like the 
wedding feast at Cana, you want to save the best for last. So I ap- 
preciate you being here. Secretary Foxx. 

Mr. Latham. Your time has expired. 

Mr. Joyce. I would like to start with a statement and follow up 
with a question, and sort of tag onto what my distinguished col- 
league Mr. Ryan had brought up, that being, Mr. Secretary, I want 
to take a few moments to raise with you the growing importance 
of the Great Lakes/St. Lawrence Seaway system for the moving of 
commercial goods by water to and from the Great Lakes region. 

As you know, 90 percent of all trade around the world moves by 
water, and it is critical that we educate domestic and overseas in- 
dustries on the safety, reliability, and environmental advantages of 
moving their products on and through the Great Lakes/Seaway sys- 
tem. It is an underutilized asset. 

Under your leadership the Department’s St. Lawrence Seaway 
Development Corporation has safely and efficiently operated and 
maintained the U.S. Portion of the St. Lawrence Seaway for more 
than half a century. I am pleased to see the President’s fiscal year 
2015 budget request continues to support the SLSDC’s multiyear 
asset renewal program to modernize the U.S. seaway assets and a 
proactive approach to infrastructure renewal. This program is cru- 
cial to ensuring the long-term reliability of the seaway for our re- 
gional industries. 

I have recently met with Seaway Administrator Betty Sutton and 
would ask your office to begin working with the SLSDC to find new 
ways to utilize the corporation’s current and possibly future au- 
thorities to expand the economic development and job creation in 
the region. A number of us in the Great Lakes Coalition have been 
discussing this concept of transforming the SLSDC to advance the 
regional economic development, and we will be sending you our 
ideas in the near future. 

I have a question, sir. Funding has been allocated in the admin- 
istration’s budget for a Rapid Growth Area Transit Program, which 
is meant for communities experiencing fast-growing populations. In 
northeastern Ohio we have the Greater Cleveland Regional Transit 
Authority, or RTA, which does an excellent job servicing Cleveland. 
And although transit ridership is growing at a rate higher than the 
national average, unfortunately Cleveland is not an area where the 
population is currently expanding. Just as important as growing 
our transit is taking care of our current transit assets, such as 
RTA’s bus fleets and rail infrastructure. What is the administra- 
tion’s vision for maintaining our current transit infrastructure? 

Secretary Foxx. That is a very good question. And when it comes 
to our transit infrastructure, we have to recognize that we are see- 
ing over the next 30 years 100 million new people net in this coun- 
try, which is going to create a lot of pressure on our conventional 
transportation systems. That is one of the reasons why this issue 
of an infrastructure deficit that I mentioned at the outset is so im- 
portant. We have got to tackle that, because we are going to out- 
strip our ability to move people in a quick fashion if we don’t. 
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Having said that, we have a significant amount of money set in 
our budget for state-of-good-repair needs, and that money is there 
specifically to try to deal with maintenance issues that you just 
mentioned. 

The Rapid Growth Area Transit program is designed for commu- 
nities that are experiencing the kind of population surges that I am 
talking about, and our criteria for that program would basically fall 
down to three areas: communities that are experiencing moderate 
to significant population growth; secondly, moderate to significant 
transit ridership growth; and third, the capacity to pay the oper- 
ating expenses associated with the additional capacity. 

Again, as I pointed out earlier, we don’t view this as a specific 
program for urban areas. We think this is actually going to support 
suburban areas as well as rural areas, too, that are connected. 

Mr. Joyce. So in other words if we hit points two and three, we 
won’t be denied? 

Secretary Foxx. I think if you hit points one, two, and three, you 
are going to be fine. 

Mr. Joyce. Population isn’t growing in northeastern Ohio. 

Secretary Foxx. Well, you know what? I think the issue is you 
have lots of options for transit funding in this proposal. You have 
the options under New Starts, Small Starts, in addition to this par- 
ticular program. And so our proposal is going to try to help address 
these issues wherever they happen to be. But in your case maybe 
it may be a Small Starts as opposed to this program. 

But there are going to be opportunities. I would just encourage 
the committee and the Congress that we shouldn’t prejudge the 
outcome on the funding source. We are open to other ideas. But we 
think the progrowth business tax reform is one that hits the sweet 
spot for this Congress. 

Mr. Joyce. Great. Thank you for your time. I yield back. 

Mr. Latham. Thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Secretary, you are proposing to fund TIGER grants at $1.25 
billion, which is a high-water mark for this account, certainly out- 
side of the stimulus. But DOT really has yet to demonstrate pub- 
licly that it has the capacity to competitively compare projects in 
a manner that clearly shows the national interest — or even re- 
gional. 

In a 2011 report on TIGER program, the GAO found project se- 
lection data to be limited, and cited an absence of documentation 
for awards made contrary to the recommendation of application re- 
viewers. I am looking at some winning projects funded in the last 
2 years of TIGER grants, and some of these really do not appear 
to meet any kind of a national interest. 

The City of Eresno received $16 million toward a $20 million re- 
construction of a pedestrian mall, which is really ironic considering 
most of your projects are geared to taking cars off the road. The 
City of Eresno didn’t even vote on the proposal of the TIGER grant 
until Eebruary of 2014. You had already given the grant. They 
hadn’t even approved it. I don’t know how you could effectively 
evaluate the merit of the project when the city didn’t even know 
what the money was going to be used for. 
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And Missoula County received $4.6 million toward a 7-mile bicy- 
cle trail between Missoula and Lolo, Montana. I don’t know if that 
is Montana’s number one transportation need. 

South Florida Regional Transportation Authority received $18 
million towards an $83 million streetcar line. It should have been 
evaluated and funded under the New Starts or Small Starts pro- 
gram. 

The City of Philadelphia received $19 million towards an almost 
$26 million transit state-of-good-repair effort. The state of good re- 
pair is a requirement under the Core Capacity Program, and Philly 
got a windfall over and above other transit systems. 

I think the Department has really demonstrated you haven’t got- 
ten it right, and the GAO recommendations should give a serious 
look at that. I can’t see a reason to grossly increase the amount of 
earmark money, whether you are doing it or whoever, until we can 
see how the money is being allocated and the criteria that you use 
to evaluate the programs, which obviously you are not following in 
TIGER grants. 

Tell me anything here that has national or regional interest, 
which was supposed to be part of the TIGER grant. 

Secretary Eoxx. Well, let me start with a couple points. Eirst, the 
TIGER program has done tremendous amounts of good across this 
country. The criteria that is used by the team to go through and 
evaluate projects, a project can be of national significance, but a 
project can also be of regional and local significance, too. And in 
the case of Eresno, for instance, there was an application submitted 
by the City of Eresno for that project. My guess is, although I 
would like to come back and confirm this — 

Mr. Latham. They hadn’t even voted on it. 

Secretary Eoxx. There was an application for a proposal from the 
City of Eresno. We don’t make grants if there hasn’t been a re- 
quest. There was a request. 

Mr. Latham. So why is that national interest, or even regional 
interest? 

Secretary Eoxx. Let’s look at Eresno. Eresno is one of the poorest 
cities in America. The mayor of Eresno 

Mr. Latham. This is transportation. 

Secretary Eoxx. Absolutely. And transportation has economic de- 
velopment — 

Mr. Latham. Pedestrian mall? 

Secretary Eoxx [continuing]. Aspects of it. 

The City of Eresno has basically a downtown core that has been 
stripped out over years. The mayor is trying to redevelop that city 
to create more momentum so that the region can attract jobs for 
the community. And in that particular case, that project 

Mr. Latham. It is transportation. 

Secretary Eoxx. Right. Transportation creates jobs. 

Mr. Latham. Eor a pedestrian mall? 

Secretary Eoxx. Transportation creates jobs. 

Mr. Latham. What does this have to do with transportation? 

Secretary Eoxx. It is not just a pedestrian mall; it is actually 
opening the center of the city for cars. 

Mr. Latham. It is a pedestrian mall. 
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Secretary Foxx. It is a pedestrian mall that is being removed so 
that cars can move through so that downtown can grow. 

Mr. Latham. The GAO says the projects were selected in the ab- 
sence of documentation for awards made contrary to recommenda- 
tions by the application reviewers. So your own reviewers were say- 
ing these did not qualify, but went ahead anyway and gave out 
these grants. 

Secretary Foxx. Was that in the year 2013? 

Mr. Latham. 2011. 

Secretary Foxx. That predated the projects you are talking 
about. 

Mr. Latham. Have you changed the criteria? 

Secretary Foxx. We are using objective criteria. I am not aware 
of any projects that I have supported that have gone against the 
staff recommendation. 

Mr. Latham. Again, I mean you are asking for $1.25 billion for 
things that have nothing to do with transportation and even 
haven’t been approved locally as far as being a priority. 

I see I am out of time, but we need to talk further, obviously, 
on this subject. 

Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Pastor. In the final fiscal year 2014 bill, we included about 
$42 million for rail corridor planning and safety activities. Fiscal 
year 2014 will end September 30, or the end of September. How 
will the FRA solicit applications for the initiative, and when do you 
expect to start making awards? 

Secretary Foxx. Could you repeat the question, sir? 

Mr. Pastor. How soon do you think the FRA will solicit applica- 
tions for this initiative, the $42 million that was in the 2014 bill, 
and when would you expect it to make awards of this money? 

Secretary Foxx. Our goal there would be to get the process start- 
ed as soon as possible. 

Mr. Pastor. Right. 

Secretary Foxx. I know our team is working to try to get it done 
as soon as possible this spring. So the goal would be to get it — I 
can’t give you a specific date. I will have to come back to you on 
a date, but I expect that to happen early spring. 

[The information follows:] 
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RAIL CORRIDOR PLANNING 

• The FY14 Omnibus Appropriations Act made available $41.8 million in 
unobligated Maglev funds for new intercity passenger rail capital, railroad 
safety technology, and corridor planning projects. 

• The Act requires that at least $20 million be used for corridor planning 
activities. 

• In the near future, FRA will issue one or more Notices of Fund Availability 
to solicit applications to compete for these reprogrammed Maglev funds, as 
well as potential, additional unobligated balances available under other FRA 
grant programs. 

• Applicants will be provided with a reasonable amount of time to develop 
and prepare viable grant applications. Awards will be made after a thorough 
application peer review and project selection process. 
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Mr. Pastor. Okay. That would be fine. 

And also in this bill, the fiscal year 2014 bill, we included about 
$600 million of additional money for TIGER grants that you will 
have the opportunity to decide on. 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. 

Mr. Pastor. And following the chairman’s comments, what is 
your expectation in terms of how soon — well, are you going to go 
back to old applications to be considered in this new money? Is this 
going to be just new applications? And when do you plan to start 
the process and begin awarding the money, since the fiscal year is 
the end of September? 

Secretary Foxx. Sure. If I am correct, the notice of funding avail- 
ability was made public 2 weeks ago today, sir, and the application 
period will close April 28. 

Mr. Pastor. Let me interrupt you. So that means only applica- 
tions that have come in during this period will be considered. 

Secretary Foxx. They have to be new applications. And many 
times we find that communities resubmit round after round, but 
they do have to submit. 

Mr. Pastor. Okay. And you anticipate awards when, end of Au- 
gust, sometime in August? 

Secretary Foxx. We hope sometime before the end of the sum- 
mer, yes, sir. 

Mr. Pastor. Okay. In the past years — and I bring it to your at- 
tention because this has been a situation with the Department of 
Transportation, and there has been a number of studies by dif- 
ferent institutions, and it deals with your IT and computer capa- 
bilities, technology, equipment. And it seems that over the years, 
less money and assets have been given to continually update your 
computers, your programming, your cybersecurity. And I don’t 
know what you have in this year’s budget, but it is something that 
in the past this subcommittee has heard from various institutions 
that have investigated and analyzed the Department of Transpor- 
tation. 

So I bring it to your attention because it is something that we 
have talked about and have heard about over the years, and it is 
something that you may want to begin if not — if you haven’t done 
it already, begin investigating where you are at. And then in this 
budget, do you address some of the problems that you may know 
are there? 

Secretary Foxx. Yes, sir. It is an issue of concern for us. That 
is one of the reasons why our IT director has been very focused in 
leading cross-departmental teams to develop a strategy for the De- 
partment on this issue. And we are implementing protocols all the 
time designed to tighten up our cybersecurity situation. But it is 
an evolving issue, it is dynamic, and as resources are needed, we 
will certainly make sure that comes to the attention of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

I yield back. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Thank you. 

And back to the question, would you like me to kind of repeat? 
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Secretary Foxx. That would be helpful. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Okay. 

Secretary Foxx. I have had a few since. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Shipping of oil, rail on rail, particularly 
through southwest Washington, naturally people are concerned 
about the safety. And in speaking to industry leaders, they are 
ready and willing to move forward on new or tighter standards 
that ensure safety. 

I guess what I am also hearing in some concerns is where DOT 
is in the rulemaking process, because I think everybody agrees — 
in fact, what I am hearing from certain folks is they are going to 
shoot for the highest known safety standards and move forward, 
because they have been waiting for the rule for some time, and we 
kind of need to move forward. So I guess I wanted to know where 
DOT was at with that. 

Secretary Foxx. We are continuing to work to move this rule 
along as quickly as we can. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. What kind of time line do you see? 

Secretary Foxx. It is hard to say, but I tell you we are working 
as hard as we can. It is not lost on me that this is an area of need 
in terms of certainty for the industry. We called the industry to ac- 
tion about a month and a half ago, and the rail industry has been 
really good about offering voluntary steps. 

We have to have an all-of-the-above strategy on this issue. It is 
not just the tank cars, by the way; it is also addressing some pre- 
vention-oriented areas such as testing the material, which we have 
issued fines and also Executive Orders to require that the material 
be tested and classified appropriately. It is also a matter of 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. You mean the commodity? 

Secretary Foxx. Yes, the actual crude oil itself, to make sure that 
it is packaged properly. And in addition to that, we also think that 
there are other measures that we will be continuing to work 
through. 

But trust me when I say that we are going to work as hard and 
as fast as we can to get this rule out and on the street as soon as 
possible. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. All right. And switching gears to general 
aviation, the President’s budget again calls for user fees both on 
commercial and general aviation, and Congress has repeatedly re- 
jected this proposal. And I guess I would say, since you are coming 
back with it again, have you studied the impacts this would have 
on general aviation and the related economy around this industry? 

And I guess I would ask, you know, as we are talking about 
where money is being spent and how it is being spent, where it 
comes from is pretty important as well, and is that part of the con- 
sideration? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, in the case of the user fee that you are 
mentioning, the Treasury Department estimates that that would 
generate about $960 million in fiscal year 2015 and about $11.4 bil- 
lion over the next 10 years. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. So that is money taken out of the indus- 
try. So have you studied what impact that would have on the in- 
dustry itself? I mean, because that is 
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Secretary Foxx. Well, part of the purpose of it is to help with 
deficit reduction. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. So it is not about necessarily whether or 
not we are — I mean, we talked about jobs, and inner cities, and 
growing jobs, and transportation helps us grow jobs. But to take 
the money out of the industry that is in large part small business 
and private, jobs come from there, as is wealth to take it out of 
there, is that — so now we are focusing on deficit reduction or not? 
We are talking about jobs? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, you know, I have a lot of easy choices to 
offer you, and one of them is that the proposal that the administra- 
tion has offered over several terms have offered this up as one part 
of a deficit reduction strategy, but also as a way of trying to more 
equitably share the cost of the air traffic space to the users. So I 
highlighted the deficit-reduction aspect of it because I understand 
that that is an issue that this Congress cares deeply about, and it 
is also something that the President cares deeply about. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. So with that, I guess, you know, one of 
the things I would just mention, and the chairman spoke to it in 
his opening remarks about a long-term plan. With the trust fund 
going dry, you know, I applaud that you are looking for places to 
get financing, but what we really need is a long-term, big-picture 
plan to pay for repairing our aging infrastructure. And I think you 
are right; having the infrastructure in place can help us grow jobs. 
But I guess I would say we can’t keep coming back to proposals 
that have been shot down in a bipartisan way, so to speak, and 
look for a bigger-picture proposal. I guess I would ask you to con- 
sider that. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. The gentlewoman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, just to return for the moment to the discussion 
about the TIGER program, I heard your strong defense. I certainly 
agree with that defense of that program and the uses to which it 
has been put. I certainly can testify to that in terms of the rail fa- 
cilities, the Union Station project in Raleigh, which is going to fa- 
cilitate rail transit, transportation, but also be a transportation 
hub. It is going to spur lots of economic development in that part 
of town and so forth. It is money well spent. 

And if the question is is there a demand for this, I do have the 
figures from the last 3 fiscal years. Fiscal year 2011, we were talk- 
ing about $14.1 billion in TIGER applications for $527 million. Fis- 
cal year 2012, $10.2 billion in applications for $500 million. Fiscal 
year 2013, $9 billion in applications for $500 million. 

It sounds to me like there is a need out there. That is not to say 
every last one of these applications is worthy, but when you have 
got $9 billion worth of applications and $500 million to dispense, 
you can be pretty selective, and you can apply those criteria, and 
it sounds to me like you are doing just that. 

Moving to a couple of other programs. I want to ask you about 
the adequacy of the funding levels. The Capital Investment Grants 
you have stressed in this budget, and here, too, I wonder if you 
could comment on the current level of interest in the program. How 
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many takers are there out there who would — communities who 
would like to get started with transit or who would like to expand 
their transit systems? 

Of course, your home city of Charlotte has benefited greatly from 
these resources. And we now have a project development agree- 
ment in Durham-Chapel Hill. That is good, too. There is plenty of 
demand out there. 

You have proposed $2.5 billion for the Capital Improvement 
Grant Program for 2015. That is a $500 million boost over current 
funding levels. I wonder if you could comment on the adequacy of 
that, or what it will let you do, as compared to, say, the flat fund- 
ing that was proposed in MAP 21. 

And then finally, the Rapid Growth Area Transit Discretionary 
grants. That anticipates bus/rapid transit development. Here, too, 
you are requesting an additional $500 million for this new discre- 
tionary grant program targeting BRT. How does that relate to the 
Capital Investment Grant Program? You think this new pilot in the 
BRT area would remove some of the pressure on New Starts? 

You know, there is a lot of debate going on in my community, 
as you know, about the virtues of BRT and rail. They are com- 
plementary. The plan that we are envisioning would be com- 
plementary. But there are questions, for example — maybe you 
would want to comment on them — on the relative impact that a 
BRT system is likely to have on economic development, as opposed 
to light rail encouraging economic development because of the fixed 
right of way. So how do you see the new money for BRT inter- 
secting with the more generous funding, still not overly generous, 
I would say, for New Starts? 

Secretary Foxx. Great question. Congressman. Within the New 
Starts program, we think that this is an area where the uncer- 
tainty and unpredictability over the past years has worked a very 
difficult problem for local project sponsors, because many of them 
have to go through an extensive and expensive design process to 
even get to the point where they get into the Federal program, as 
the Durham project has, and because of that, there is pent-up de- 
mand on the one end. But what is important here is not just the 
amount, but is actually having a pathway over a 4-year period of 
time to get projects from the planning stages into the design stages 
so they can actually move forward. 

I would say that the demand for New Starts is increasing, and 
the need for it is also increasing because of the population trends 
that I mentioned before. How it relates to the BRT program is that 
there will be communities that, for whatever reason, cannot or do 
not want to go to the extent of putting in rail to support their sys- 
tems, but they need rapid support for fast-growing populations, and 
the BRT program is designed to address those situations. 

Mr. Latham. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Simpson. 

Mr. Simpson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don’t have any more 
questions, but that won’t stop me from saying something. 

Mr. Latham. Sure. 

Mr. Simpson. And I say this respectfully. One of the biggest 
problems we face in this country, other than the debt and deficit 
we are facing in this Nation, is our infrastructure backlog. I am not 
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just talking about roads and bridges; I am talking waterways, har- 
bors, dams, the electrical grid, water and sewer systems through- 
out this country. Most of them are reaching their expected life ex- 
pectancy. 

We have got a $750 billion water and sewer problem. We throw 
about $5 billion a year at it, which means 150 years from now we 
can address the backlog that exists today. Funding streams are 
going down. The example I use, my wife gave me her SUV that got 
18 miles a gallon, went and bought a Prius. She gets 52 miles to 
the gallon, which means she drives the same distance she used to, 
pays 40 percent of the gas tax that she used to pay, putting the 
same wear and tear on the road. We are getting more efficient cars. 
What are you going to do about electric cars? 

And I got to tell you in all honesty, the plan here that says we 
are going to have a progrowth business tax reform — and we can 
have a real debate about whether this is progrowth or not, because 
I kind of fail to see how a retroactive tax on LIFO that brings in 
revenue one time that funds something for 4 years is actually a 
long-term solution. And what we need, and sometimes this takes 
Presidential leadership, administrative leadership, is how are we 
going to address these funding needs in the future on a permanent 
basis? And I don’t think a one-time solution that fixes it for 4 years 
theoretically is going to do the trick. So I just throw that out there. 
There are many of us in Congress, and believe me, if I had the an- 
swer, I would be brilliant, and I am not. I would be the Secretary 
of Transportation, but I am not. 

Mr. Ryan. Thank God. 

Mr. Simpson. Thanks very much. I appreciate that. 

But what we need is to work both with Congress and the admin- 
istration to solve some of these problems in the long term. I am not 
going to like the solution. Neither are you. It is going to be tough 
solutions that are going to require some tough decisions by Con- 
gress. And so we need to be able to work together to try to solve 
this on a long-term basis rather than this let’s fix it for now, and 
we have got an election this year, so let’s not do anything now, and 
we will do it the year after that. But as you know, we are always 
up for election. 

So anyway, thank you, Mr. Chairman. That is just me ranting. 
If you would like to 

Secretary Foxx. Yes, if you wouldn’t mind. 

First of all, I appreciate the sentiment. Our proposal is really 
calibrated to deal with the fact that this is not a new problem. This 
is a problem that has been around for a while. And as I mentioned 
in the opening of my comments, 18 continuing resolutions since 
2009. 

While the gaps ultimately have gotten filled, what is missing in 
the equation, maybe invisible to folks in Washington, but I saw it 
very clearly as a mayor, is that you don’t know what tomorrow 
looks like. 

So I completely agree with you that the issue of addressing this 
problem is important, but because there hasn’t been a settling 
point on getting to a longer answer, this proposal actually, you 
know, may not be perfect in the eyes of some, but it is a proposal 
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that addresses what we understand are some of the touch points 
in this Congress around taxes and lots of other things. 

So we don’t apologize for this proposal. It is a good proposal. And 
if there are other ideas that emerge in this Congress that are bet- 
ter ideas that get us a longer draw on solving the problems that 
we have, as we have said, we are open to them. But we believe that 
it is important for us to have a proposal that we think has bipar- 
tisan interest and put it forward, and that is exactly what this is. 

Mr. Simpson. Thank you for being here today. 

Secretary Foxx. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Latham. If I could just comment. You should also be aware 
that this administration has never made a proposal, never put 
forth legislation in an authorization or a pay-for to do exactly what 
you talked about. So I just want to make that point. 

Mr. Ryan. 

Mr. Ryan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me just follow up on what Mr. Simpson was saying. I think 
that a big, bold infrastructure proposal — and I get it; this is short 
term, let’s do what we can, let’s use this immediate revenue to do 
what we can do in the short term — I think the American people 
will support it. Because there is a lot of people in the city of Akron, 
right now, for example, they need combined sewer. It is outdated. 
It is 6-, 7-, $800 million. If they bond that out themselves, the rates 
are going to go up dramatically in the city, as you know as a 
mayor, further drive people to the suburbs, which is going to put 
more of a burden for water, sewer, transportation costs for all the 
rest of us to keep the sprawl going. Meanwhile, our cities are rot- 
ting. 

So I think the initiative from the administration would be sup- 
ported. And I think Mr. Simpson is right, and I don’t normally say 
that publicly about my buddy, but I think there could be a bipar- 
tisan support. So I would also encourage you and the President to 
step out on this issue, and we will support you. And we will go out 
and make the argument to the American people, because they are 
driving on the roads. And you look in Ohio and a lot of the other 
places, because of the cold winter, the roads are a wreck now all 
over the place. So I just want to encourage you to do that, and we 
are happy to sit down and work with you on it. 

Two other things. I want to speak to the TIGER grant that has 
had an amazing ripple effect in Kent, Ohio. Twenty million dollars 
has led to over, I think, $110 million in other matching invest- 
ments, whether it is State, local, private investments. There is ho- 
tels now, there is downtown, there is businesses. They are now 
talking about phrase two of it, of this project. Tying the university 
together, Kent State University, with the City of Kent has been an 
amazing project. So these TIGER grants, I think, are a major ben- 
efit to a lot of communities. 

And then lastly let me just say what Mr. Joyce brought up with 
the St. Lawrence Seaway. I think there is a great opportunity for 
the administration here as well to use the St. Lawrence Seaway or- 
ganization as an opportunity for more economic development in the 
Great Lake regions. If you look at where the manufacturing insti- 
tutes that the President is pushing, 15 and eventually 45 of them, 
1 is in Youngstown, Ohio, 1 is in Detroit, 1 is in Chicago, all in 
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the Great Lakes region. So to take an initiative like this and basi- 
cally say the St. Lawrence Seaway organization could be a port au- 
thority for economic development for the entire Great Lakes region 
I think would put us in a great position in all of these older indus- 
trial areas and give us one more tool in the toolbox for economic 
development. So I would also ask you to look very closely at that. 

I don’t have a question. I am just following the leadership of my 
friend Mr. Simpson. 

Yes. 

Secretary Foxx. If I might, further to this question of the pro- 
posal, one thing our proposal does that, as I am listening to the 
conversation, there are sort of several different conversations. 
There are some that say it should be longer, and to that we say 
we are open to ideas. Show us how you pay for it. We have got a 
pay-for. We are ready to work on it. 

What our proposal also does is that it goes above Highway Trust 
Fund current levels to increase funding and support for infrastruc- 
ture in this country. And I think if I could leave you with one 
point, it is that backfilling the Highway Trust Fund is helpful, but, 
that is kind of looking through the rear-view mirror. If we are look- 
ing at the windshield, we have got an awful lot coming at us in 
terms of population and needs as a country. And I think what can 
get lost in this conversation is the fact that we are offering a pro- 
posal that substantially increases investment in American infra- 
structure above current levels, and if there is another way to do 
that that folks think is more doable, we are open to those ideas. 

Mr. Ryan. No, I hear you, and I am supportive of the proposal. 
Just this is a short term because that is the political situation we 
are in right now. And there is no doubt about it. You know, maybe 
me and Mr. Simpson can put something together, or maybe not. I 
don’t know. 

Mr. Simpson. Don’t hold your breath on that. 

Mr. Ryan. Yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Latham. The gentleman yields back. 

Mr. Joyce. 

Mr. Joyce. Thank you. 

In following up on the manufacturing aspects that Mr. Ryan has 
brought up, specifially eastern Ohio and western Pennsylvania and 
the oil and gas play that Mr. Ryan had brought up, it is a tremen- 
dous ability to direct ship from the Great Lakes to Europe. That 
is another reason why it makes that St. Lawrence Seaway project 
very important for us. 

In the President’s proposal to fund highway and transit invest- 
ment, it is assumed the Highway Trust Fund would receive a one- 
time infusion of revenues from tax reform. I am curious, what is 
the administration proposing as far as their vision for our Nation’s 
airports? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, as you know, we have our FAA reauthor- 
ization process that is going to happen over the next year or so, 
and we expect robust discussion on a bipartisan basis as we look 
to frame a vision for the longer term there. 

I think as far as the budget proposal is concerned, we think that 
this proposal offers not only the opportunity to continue advancing 
our airspace and our air systems, allowing us to continue to move 
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forward with emerging technologies — unmanned airspace is poten- 
tially one of them — but also to continue to modernize the airspace 
through NextGen and other technologies. So we have in this budget 
proposals that help us continue moving the ball in the airspace. 
But I think the reauthorization process will open up new debates 
about how we go forward on a more long-term basis. 

Mr. Joyce. The proposal is talking about the FAA and what you 
are going to do for the infrastructure for airports? 

Secretary Foxx. Yeah. I mean, we continue the airport invest- 
ment program. We continue to invest in the back-office systems 
that support the national airspace. We continue to try to modernize 
it using 21st century technology, working hard to get us off of the 
World War II radar systems into a 21st century GPS system. Those 
are the types of things that we are going to continue working to- 
wards. 

Mr. Joyce. So I take that as support for NextGen? 

Secretary Foxx. Absolutely. 

Mr. Joyce. Thank you. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Joyce. Thank you for coming today. 

I yield back. 

Mr. Latham. We just started a vote on the floor, so I think we 
will conclude the hearing right now. You must create a lot of inter- 
est. This is the first time I have ever seen 100 percent participation 
of a subcommittee, and that is probably because of the afternoon 
hours too. 

Mr. Simpson. Your leadership, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. Yeah, I think it is my leadership. I don’t know, if 
I did earmarks like the Secretary does, you would get one, Mr. 
Simpson. 

But thank you very much. It is extraordinarily important that we 
maintain open and free dialogue and communicate. Obviously, we 
are not going to agree on everything and prioritize. But the only 
way we are going to be able to be successful and get our bill done 
and have you folks support it certainly is going to be that open 
communication back and forth, and we look forward to having that 
continued communication. And thank you very much for your par- 
ticipation today and for your testimony. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Latham. And the committee is adjourned. 
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Please provide a ten-vear funding h istor y for nach of She aee nci es and offices in DOT. 
Response; Response Follows. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 
llistoricai Funding L«veis (2005-2014) 

(S in miilions) 
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FEDERAL MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ADMINISTRATION 
Historical Funding Levels (2005'2014} 

(S in millions) 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION 
Historical Funding Levels (2005-2014) 

^ in millioas) 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 
Historical Funding Levels (2005-2014) 

($ in millions) 
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Grants account in the amount of $31,045 million. 



Opcratians & Trainiog (O&T) 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION 
Historical Funding Levels (2005-2014) 

(S ID millions) 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
Historical Funding Levels (2005-2014) 

(S in millions) 
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Historical Fuading [>eveb (200S-2014) 
($ in miltioDs) 


61 




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY 
Historical Funding Levels (2005-2014) 

($ in millions) 
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Historical Funding Levels (2005-2014) 
(S in millions) 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
Historical Funding Levels (2005-2014) 

(S In millions) 
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Please provide a table showing new programs and program terminations in the 
Department’s FY 2015 budget request. 

FAA: 

New Programs 

• NextGen - Future Facilities 

Program Terminations 

• Cross Agency NextGen Management 

FHWA: 

New Programs 

• Critical Immediate Investments Program 

• Nationally Significant Federal Lands and Tribal Projects 

• Ladders of Opportunity 

• Performance Management Data Support Program 

• Multimodal Freight Investment Program 

• Fixing and Accelerating Surface Transportation 

Program Terminations 
None 

FMCSA: 

New Programs 

• Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP) Grant - combines legacy grant programs 

• Innovative Technology Deployment Grant - revises the CVISN program. 

Program Terminations 

• Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks (CVISN) Grants, expires Sept. 

20th, 2014 

• Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP) Basic Grants, expires Sept. 20, 2014 

• Border Enforcement Grants, expires Sept. 20, 2014 

• New Entrant Grants, expires Sept. 20, 2014 

• Performance and Registration Information Systems Management (PRISM) Grant, expires 
Sept. 20, 2014 

• Safety Data Improvement Program (SaDIP) Grant, expires Sept. 20, 2014 

NHTSA: 

New Programs 
None 
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Program Terminations 

• Theft Control & Other Programs 

FT A: 

New Programs 

• Rapid Growth Area Transit Programs 

• Fixing And Accelerating Surface Transportation 

In addition to the above accounts, FTA also proposed in the F Y 20 1 5 budget request to fimd the 
Administrative Expenses account ($1 14,400,000) from within the Transit Formula Grants 
account. The Transit Formula Account is funded from the Mass Transit Account of the proposed 
Transportation Trust Fund. Administrative Expenses were funded from the General Fund in FY 
2013 and FY 2014. 

FTA also proposed in the FY 2015 budget request to fund the Bus and Bus Facilities program 
($1,939 billion) through a split structure with 70 percent of funding provided through a formula 
and 30 percent provided through a discretionary program. This program will replace, 
rehabilitate, and purchase buses and related equipment, and to construct bus-related facilities. 
States may use these funds to supplement Urbanized Area and Rural Area formula grant 
programs. At least 10 percent of the discretionary funding will go to rural transit agencies. 

Program Terminations 
None 

FRA: 

New Programs 

• Current Passenger Rail Service 

• Rail Service Improvement Program 

Program Terminations 

• Grants to the National Railroad Passenger Corporation 

• Operating Subsidy Grants to the National Railroad Passenger Corporation 

• Capital and Debt Service Grants to the National Railroad Passenger Corporation 

PHMSA: 

New Programs 

• Emergency Preparedness Information to Communities 

• National Pipeline Information Exchange 

• Onshore Facilities Response Plan Initiatives 

Program Terminations 
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None 

MARAD: 

New Progams 

• Food Aid Reform 

• Mariner Compliance and Training 

Program Terminations 

• Ocean Freight Differential 

SLSDC; 

The SLSDC has no new programs or program terminations in fhe FY 2015 budget request. 

OST: 

New Programs 

• Interagency Permitting Improvement Center (IPIC) 

• Safe Transportation of Energy Products Fund 

Program Terminations 
None 

OIG: 

The OIG has no new programs or program terminations in the FY 2015 budget request. 

STB: 

New Programs 

Includes funding for 15 FTEs to carry out the statutory responsibilities of PRIIA and funding for 
6 FTEs to increase mediation efforts, enhance the auditing of industry financial filings, and help 
process rate reasonableness cases. 

Program Terminations 
None 
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Please list ail of the programs included in DOT*s FY 2015 budget, the authorizing statute and the 
date when their authorization expires. 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

FY2015 Budget Request - Program Authorizations 


Account 

Authorizing Statute 

Expiration 

Operations 

P.L. 1 12-95 FAA Modernization and Reform Act 
of2012 

09/30/15 

Facilities and 

Equipment 

P.L. 112-95 FAA Modernization and Reform Act 
of2012 

09/30/15 

Research, Engineering, 
and Development 

P.L. 112-95 FAA Modernization and Reform Act 
of2012 

09/30/15 

Grants-in-Aid for 

Airports 

P.L. 112-95 FAA Modernization and Reform Act 

of2012 

09/30/15 


Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) 
FY2015 Budget Request - Program Authorizations 


Account 

Authorizing Statute 

Expiration 

Motor Carrier Safety Operations & Programs 

P.L. 112-141 MAP-21 

09/30/14 

Motor Carrier Safety Grants 

P.L. 112-141 MAP-21 

09/30/14 


Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) 
FY2015 Budget Request - Program Authorizations 


Program 

Authorizing Statute 

Expiration 

Safety and Operations 

49 use Subtitle V part A 

No expiration is set in 
law 

Railroad Research and Development 

49 use §20108 

No expiration is set in 
law 

National High-Performance Rail System 

No authorization exists in 
law 

N/A 

Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement 
Financing 

PL 94-210 Sections 501- 
504, 45 use 821-838 

No expiration is set in 
law 
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Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
FY20I5 Budget Request — Program Authorizations 


Pro{?ram Funded 

Authorizing Statute 

Exuiration 

Fedend-aid Highways Program: 



AoDortioned Programs 

Sec. nOUa)(I) 

9/30/2014 

Highway Safety Improvement Program 

Sec. llOUaXD 

9/30/2014 

National Highway Performance Program - Subject to 
lim. 

Sec. 1101(a)(1) 

9/30/2014 

National Highway Performance Program - Exempt 

Sec. 1102(bXI2) 

9/30/2014 

Surface Transportation Program 

Sec. 11 01(a)(1) 

9/30/2014 

Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Improvement 
Program 

Sec. n01(a)(l) 

9/30/2014 

Metropolitan Transportation Planning 

Sec. 1 101(a)(1) 

9/30/2014 

Transportation Alternatives Program 

23 U.S.C. 213(a) 

9/30/2014 

Critical Immediate Investments Program 

Not Yet Authorized 

Not Yet Authorized 

Federal Lands & Tribal Transnortation: 



Tribal Transportation Program 

Sec. H01(aX3)(A) 

9/30/2014 

Federal Lands Transportation Program 

Sec. 1 101(a)(3XB) 

9/30/2014 

Federal Lands Access Program 

Sec. 1101{a){3)(C) 

9/30/2014 

Nationally Significant Federal Lands & Tribal Projects 

Not Yet Authorized 

Not Yet Authorized 

Transportation Research (Division E): 



Highway Research & Development Program 

Sec. 51001(a)(1) 

9/30/2014 

Technology & Innovation Deployment Program 

Sec. 51001(a)(2) 

9/30/2014 

Training and Education Program 



Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) 

Sec. 51001(aX4) 


University Transportation Centers 


■KssnsH 

Bureau of Transportation Statistics 


9/30/2014 

Federal Allocation Programs; 



Territorial and Puerto Rico Highway Program 

Sec. 11 01(a)(4) 

9/30/2014 

Construction of Ferry Boats and Ferry Terminal 

Facilities 

23 U.S.C. 147(e) 

9/30/2014 

Emergency Relief (from HTF) 

23 U.S.C. 125 

Indefinite 

Disadvantaged Business Enterprise 

23 U.S.C. 140(c) 

9/30/2014 

On-the-Job Training 

23 U.S.C. 140(b) 

9/30/2014 

Highway Use Tax Evasion Proiects 

23 U.S.C. 143(b)(2) 

9/30/2014 

Other Safety-related Programs 

Sec. 1519(a) 

9/30/2014 

Ladders of Opportunity 

Not Yet Authorized 

Not Yet Authorized 

Performance Management Data Support Program 

Not Yet Authorized 

Not Yet Authorized 

TIFIA 

Sec. U01(a)(2) 

9/30/2014 

Multimodal Freight Investment Program 

Not Yet Authorized 

Not Yet Authorized 

FHWA Administration Expenses 

23 U.S.C. 104(a) 

9/30/2014 

Fixing and Accelerating Surface Transportation 

Not Yet Authorized 

Not Yet Authorized 


♦ References are to MAP-21 (Public Law 112-141) unless otherwise specified. 
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Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
FY2015 Budget Request — Program Authorizations 


Accounts 

Authorizing Statue 

Expiration 

Transit Formula Grants (TF) 

P.L. 112-141 MAP-21 

Sept. 30, 2014 

Capital Investment Grant (GF) *' 

P.L. 112-141 MAP-21 

Sept. 30, 2014 

Transit Research and Training (GF) '' 

P.L. 112-141 MAP-21 

Sept. 30, 2014 

Emergency Relief Program (GF) '' 

P.L. 112-141 MAP-21 

Sept. 30, 2014 

Administrative Expenses (GF) ^ 

P.L. 112-141 MAP-21 

Sept. 30, 2014 

Fixing And Accelerating Surface Transportation (TF) 

Not Yet Authorized 

Not Yet 
Authorized 

Rapid Grovrth Area Transit Programs (TF) 

Not Yet Authorized 

Not Yet 
Authorized 

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
(GF) 

P.L. 110A32 Passenger 
Rail Investment and 
Improvement Act 

2008 (PRHA) 

Sept. 30, 2018 


Trust Fund (TF) 
Genera! Fund (GF) 


'^The President’s FY 2015 Budget request proposes to fttnd Capital Investment Grants, Transit 
Research and Training, and the Emergency Relief Program from the Mass Transit Account of the 
Highway Trust Fund. 

^The President’s FY 2015 Budget request proposes to fund Administrative Expenses from the 
Transit Formula Grants account. 
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Maritime Administration (MARAD) 
FY2015 Budget Request - Program Authorizations 


Program 

Authorizing Statute 

Expiration 

USMMA^ 


Indefinite 

Operations 

Pub. L. 113-66(12/26/13) 

Annually 

Capital Improvements 

Pub.L. 113-76(1/17/14) 

Annually 

Major Repairs 

IJfiailWiarTSHPBgll—i 

Annually 

Stale Maritime Academies- 

46 U.S.C. Chapter 515 

Indefinite 

SIP 


Annually 

Direct SMA Support 

Pub.L. 113-66(12/26/13) 

Annually 

School Ship Repair 

Pub. L. 113-76(1/17/14) 

Annually 

Maritime Compliance 

mm 1 ii'iii nil inM 

Indefinite 

MARAD- 

46 U.S.C. 109 

Indefinite 

Operations & Training 

Pub.L. 113-76(1/17/14) 

Annually 

Program Initiatives 

46 U.S.C. 50307 

Indefinite 

Ship Disposal 

Pub. L. 113-76(1/17/14) 

Indefinite 

Maritime Security Program - 

46 U.S.C. Chapter 531 

Indefinite 

Program Expenses 

Pub. L. 113-76(1/17/14) 


Food Aid Reform 

Not yet authorized 

Annually 

Title XI Program - 

46 U.S.C. Chapter 537 

Indefinite 

Loan Guarantees 

Pub. L. 113-76(1/17/14) 

Annually 

Admin. Expenses 

Pub. L. 113-76(1/17/14) 

Annually 

Ready Reserve Force 

50 U.S.C. App. 1744 

Indefinite 

Assistant to Small Shipyards 

46 U.S.C. 54101 

30-Sep-13 


National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) 


FY2015 Budget Request - Progra m Authorizat ions 


Program 

Authorizing Statute 

Expiration 

Operations and Research — Vehicle 
Safety (GF) '' 

P.L. 109-59 SAFETEA-LU 

9/30/2009 

Operations and Research — Highway 
Safety Research and Development (TF) 

P.L. 112-141 MAP-21 

9/30/2014 

Highway Safety Grants (TF) 

P.L. 112-141 MAP-21 

9/30/2014 


''The President’s FY 2015 Budget request proposes to fund Operations and Research - Vehicle 
Safety from the Trust Fund, 
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Pipeline & Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) 
FY2015 Budget Request - Program Authorizations 


Program 

Authorizing Statute 

Expires 

Pipeline Safety 

49 U.S.C. 60101-60301, P.L. 1 12-90 The Job 
Creation Act 

9/30/2015 

Hazardous Materials Safety 

49 U.S.C. 5101-5128 P.L. 112-141 MAP-21 

9/30/2014 

Operational Expenses 

49 U.S.C. 108 

N/A 

Emergency Preparedness 

49 U.S.C. 5128 P.L. 112-141 MAP-21 

9/30/2014 


St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation (SLSDC) 
FY2015 Budget Request - Program Authorizations 


Program 

Authorizing Statute 

Expiration 

Agency Operations 

The Wiley-Dondero Act of May 13, 1954 
(68 Stat. 92, 33 U.S.C. 981) 

Permanent 

Indefinite 

Asset Renewal Program 

The Wiley-Dondero Act of May 13, 1954 
(68 Stat. 92, 33 U.S.C. 981) 

Permanent 

Indefinite 


Surface Transportation Board (STB) 
FY2015 Budget Request - Program Authorizations 
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Office of the Secretary 


FY2015 Budget Requtat — Program Authorizations 


Program 

Authorizing Statute 

Expires 

Salaries & Expenses 

This program has no specific authorization of 
appropriations, but is carried out under the Secretary 
of Transportation’s and the DOT Assistant 

Secretaries’ general authorities as set forth in Title 

49, United States Code, Subt. I, Chapters 1, 3 and 5. 

N/A 

Financial Management 
Capital 

This program has no specific authorization of 
appropriations, but is carried out under the Secretary 
of Transportation’s general authorities in Title 49, 
United States Code, Subt. I, Chapters 1, 3 and 5. 

N/A 

Office of Civil Rights 

This program has no specific authorization of 
appropriations, but is carried out under the Secretary 
of Transportation’s general authorities in Title 49, 
United States Code, Subt. I, Chapters 1, 3 and 5. 

N/A 

Minority Business 

Outreach 

This program is authorized in part under 49 U.S.C. 

332. It is also carried out under the Secretary of 
Transportation’s general authorities in Title 49, 

United States Code, Subt. I, Chapters 1, 3 and 5. 

N/A 

Transportation Planning, 
Research and Development 

This program has no specific authorization of 
appropriations, but is carried out under the Secretary 
of Transportation’s general authorities in Title 49, 
United States Code, Subt. I, Chapters 1, 3 and 5. 

N/A 

National Infrastructure 
Investments 

This program has no specific authorization of 
appropriations, but is carried out under the Secretary 
of Transportation’s general authorities in Title 49, 
United States Code, Subt. I, Chapters 1, 3 and 5. 

N/A 

Minority Business Resource 
Center Program 

This program is authorized in part under 49 U.S.C. 

332. It is also carried out under the Secretary of 
Transportation’s general authorities in Title 49, 

United States Code, Subt. I, Chapters 1, 3 and 5. 

N/A 

Cyber Security Initiatives 

This program is authorized in part under 49 U.S.C. 

332. It is also carried out under the Secretary of 
Transportation’s general authorities in Title 49, 

United States Code, Subt. I, Chapters I, 3 and 5. 

N/A 

Essentia! Air Service and 
Rural Improvement 
Fund/Payments to Air 
Carriers 

This program is authorized to be appropriated under 

49 U.S.C. §41742. 

9/30/15 
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Office of the Se c retary ( contin ued) 


Program 

Authorizing Statute 

Expires 

Salaries and 

Administrative Expenses 
for the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary for 
Research and Technology 

P.L. 108-426, as amended by P.L. 1 13-76, the 
Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2014 
(49 use 112) 

N/A 

Research, Development, 
and Technology 
Coordination 

P.L. 108-426, as amended by P.L. 113-76, the 
Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2014 
(23 use 508; 49 use 112) 

N/A 

Alternative Energy R&D 

P.L, 108-426, as amended by P.L, 1 13-76, the 
Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2014 
(49 use 112) 

N/A 

Positioning, Navigation, 
and Timing (PNT) 

Program 

Assigned to USDOT by the National Security 
Presidential Directive on Space-Based Positioning, 
Navigation, and Timing Policy 

N/A 

Nationwide Differential 
Global Positioning System 
(NDGPS) Program 

Section 346 of P.L. 105-66 

N/A 




Bureau of Transportation 
Statistics (BTS) - 
Allocation Account 

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act 
(MAP-21) (49 use Chapter 63) 

September 

30, 2014 

University Transportation 
Centers (UTC) - 
Allocation Account 

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 2 1 st Century Act 
(MAP-21) 

(49 use 5505) 

September 

30, 2014 

Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS) Research 
Program 

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 2 1 st Century Act 
(MAP-21) (23USC512-518) 

9/30/14 

Transportation Safety 
Institute (TSI) - Fee for 
Service 

P.L. 108-426, as amended by P.L. 113-76, the 
Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2014 
(49 use 1 12) 

N/A 

Voipe National 
Transportation Systems 
Center - Fee for Service 

P.L. 97^49 (49 USC 328) 

N/A 
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Please describe any new General Provisions proposed in the FY 2015 budget request . 


FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 

SEC. 164. Unobligated or recovered— 

{a) fiscal years 2006 through 2012 funds that were made available to carry out 
49 U.S.C. 5339 shall be available to carry out 49 U.S.C. 5309, subject to the terms 
and conditions required under such section; 

(b) fiscal years 1999 through 2012 funds available to carry out the discretionary 
bus and bus facilities program and the clean fuels program may he made available 
to carry out 49 U.S.C 5339; 

(c) funds made available to carry out the Job access and reverse commute program 
authorized by Public Law 105-178 and 49 U.S.C. 5316, may be available to carry 
out such activities under 49 U.S.C. 5307 and 5311; 

(d) fiscal years 2006 through 2012 funds made available to carry out 49 U.S.C. 

5317 may be made available to carry out 49 US C. 5310; 

(e) funds made available to carry out the fixed guideway modernization program 
may be available to carry out 49 U.S.C. 5337; 

(/) funds made available to carry out 49 U.S.C. 5320 may be available to carry 
out 49 U.S.C. 5339; and 

ig) fiscal years 1999 through 2012 funds made available to carry out section 
3038 of Public Law 105-59 may be made available to carry out 49 U.S.C. 5310. 

Unobligated balances referenced in this section shall not be subject to the limitations 
on obligations for Federal Transit Administration programs. 

Explanation 

Under MAP-21, Congress discontinued eight FTA programs: Alternatives Analysis, Bus and Bus 
Facilities Discretionary, Clean Fuels, Job Access and Reverse Commute, New Freedom, the 
Fixed Guideway Modernization, Transit in the Parks, and Over-the-Road Bus, leaving 
unobligated balances. Given the complexities of issuing apportionments or Notices of Funding 
Availabilities under different authorizations, particularly for small amounts, FTA proposes 
language in this section and section 162 that would allow the agency to administer the funds 
under the new program rules. 
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PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SAFETY ADMINISTRATION 


SEC. 1. Establishment. 

(a) There is established a Hazardous Materials Approvals and Permits fund 
for the administration of special permits and approvals. 

(b) The Secretary of Transportation shall collect a reasonable fee, to the extent 

and in such amounts as provided in advance in appropriations acts, for the administration 
of special permits and approvals, as specified in paragraph (c), which 
shall be deposited in the fund established in paragraph (a). 

(c) For 2015, fees for permits and approvals shall be as follows: 

(7) New Special Permits: S3, 000 per application, under 49 C.F.R. 107.105. 

(2) Modification of a Special Permit: $3,000 per application modification, 
under 49 C.F.R. 107.121. 

{3) Renewal Special Permit: S 1 ,000 per application, under 49 C.F.R. 107.109. 

(4) Party Status Special Permit: $1,000 per application, under 49 C.F.R. 

107.107. 

(5) Cylinder Manufacturer Approvals: $3, 000 per application for approval, 
under 49 C.F.R. 107.805. 

(6) All Other Approvals: $700 per application, under 49 C.F.R. 107 Subpart 
H and Subpart 1. 

Explanation 

PHMSA anticipates that costs associated with administrating the Permits and Approvals 
program will progressively increase for several years as PHMSA institutes program safety 
improvements, as mandated by the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee and the 
DOT Inspector General (IG). Increasing compliance oversight of special permits and approvals 
is a primary component of such oversight. We anticipate increased costs associated with the 
thorough engineering evaluation of each permit application for new package designs, 
increasingly stringent monitoring of a company’s fitness/competence to hold a special permit or 
approval, continuous evaluation of the technologies or materials subject to a special permit, 
certification of fireworks designs from newly chartered Fireworks Examination Agencies located 
in the Far East, and accelerated incorporation of special permit provisions into the HMR. 


SEC. 2. Subsection(i)(4) of section 5116 of title 49, United States Code, is amended 
by striking "2 percent” and inserting "4 percent”. 

Explanation 

PHMSA has identified the need to increase the EP Grants administrative costs from two percent 
to four percent in order to improve oversight, outreach and efficiency. The Hazardous Materials 
Grant Program Oversight Initiative proposes the addition of three major components to address 
progmm gaps identified in the Program Review and the IG Audit: consolidation of five 
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independent IT systems; business analysis contractor support; and increased on-site support to 
Grantees. These will facilitate streamlined and automated grant administration; development and 
implementation of improved business processes and improved outreach; improved customer 
service, efficiency, transparency and accountability. 

SEC. 3. Notwithstanding section 60117(n)(l)(B) of title 49, United States Code, 
the Secretary may require the person proposing any project with design and construction 
costs over $2,500,000,000 for the construction, expansion, or operation of 
a gas or hazardous liquid pipeline facility or liquefied natural gas pipeline facility 
to pay the costs incurred by the Secretary relating to a facility design safety review. 

Explanation 

The Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 201 1 (P.L. 112-90) 
established a new fee for companies engaged in the design, permitting, and construction of new 
pipeline projects. The legislation allowed for the collection of the fee as a mandatory receipt 
with the spending subject to appropriations. No fees have been collected to date pursuant to this 
authority. The Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2014 provided the authority to retain fees 
collected in FY 2014 pursuant to P.L. 1 12-90. However, since the Administration would like to 
use these fees as an offset for discretionary spending and therefore does not wish to collect them 
as a mandatory receipt, the Administration proposes collection of this fee pursuant to 
appropriations language. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
National Highway Traffic Safely Administration 
History of Unobligated Carryover by Account 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Federal Railroad Administration 
History ofUnobligated Carryover by Account 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OITice of the Inspector Genera! 

History of Unobligated Carryover by Account 
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Federal HighH'ay Administratiun 
History of Unobligated Carryover by Account 
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Federal Transit Administration 
History of Unobligated Carryover by Account 
FY 2005 -FY 2014 
(S in millions) 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administratio 
History ofUnobtigated Carryover by Account 
FY 2005 -FY 2014 
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Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration 
History of Unobligated Carryover by Account 
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Exhibit I>B 

ORGANIZATION CHART 
FY 2015 
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION ORGANIZATION CHART 
FY 2015 FTP POSITIONS AND FTE ESTIMATES 
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FTP & FTEshovmby ofTtceBTccstimBtesonly. FHWAhas periodic needs that change due £o proper management of the organization. Direct funded FTE presented 
by office reflect a tmwtaUon of total FTE. Indirect funded FTP & FTE include Federal Lands Highway reimbursable FTE and allocation FTE from OST. 
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Total FY 2014 Request: !,188 FTP 
Total FY 2015 Request; 1,342 FTP 





FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 
FY 2015 Administrative Organizational Chart with 
FTE and Full-Time Positions 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION 
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Includes personnel funded from the Safety and Operations account and prior year balances in the High-Speed Corridors and Intercity Passenger Rail Service 
account. The number of positions listed is the estimated number of employees that will be on board at the end of the fiscal year. 
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Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safetj' Administration (PHMSA) 
Full-Time FLquivalents (FTEs) for FY 2014 and FV 2015 Budget Request 
Totals: FY 2014 FTE -492.0 / FY 2015 FTE - 544.5 


.. 



Office of 


Office of the Administrator 


Office of 

Chief Counsel 


and Deputy Administrator 


Administration/CFO 

FY 2014 FTE -29,0* 


FY 2014 FTE -16.0 


FY 2014 FTE -57.0 

FY 2015 FTE “29.0 


FY 2015 FTE -16.5 


FY 2015 FTE -58.5 

Pipeline Division 

— 

Assistant Administrator/Chief Safety Officer 


Budget and Finance 

Hazardous Materials Division 


Office of CrvB Rights 


Human Resources 

General Law 


Office of Governmental, International, and Public 


Acquisition Services 



Affairs 


Information Resources 

* Plus 1 1 reimbursable FTEs 


Executive Secretariat 


Management/CIO 


Administrative and 
Management Services 


Office of 


Office of 

Pipeline Safety 


Hazardous Materials Safety 

FY 2014 FTE - 204.0 


FY 2014 FTE -175.0 

FY 2015 FTE -263.0 


FY 2015 FTE -177.5 

Policy and Programs 


Policy and Programs 

Program Development 


Program Development 

Engineering and Research 


Engineering and Research 

Standards and Rulemaking 


Standards and Rulemaking 

Enforcement 


Approvals and Permits 

State Programs 


Outreach, Training and Grants 

InspectorTraining and Qualifications 


Field Operations 

Fieid Operations 


Special investigations 

Emergency Support and Security 

Regional Offices (5) 


Regional Offices ^5) 


Nete: Organiialional Chart reflects where staff is cwrrently worting not according to funding. 
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Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safetj' Administration (PHMSA) 
Full-Time Positions (FTPs) for FY 2014 and FY 2015 Budget Request 
Totals: FY 2014 FTP - 498 / FY 2015 FTP - 602 






Office of 


Office of the Administrator 


Office of 

Chief Counsel 


and Deputy Administrator 


AdmInistration/CFO 

FY 2014 FTP -29* 


FY 2014 FTP - 16 


FY 2014 FTP -57 

FY 2015 FTP -29 


FY 2015 FTP -17 


FY 2015 FTP -00 

Pipeline Division 


Assistant Administrator/Chief Safety Officer 


Budget and Finance 

Hazardous Materials Division 


Office of Civil Rights 


Human Resources 

General Law 


Office of Governmental, International, and Public 


Acquisition Services 



Af^irs 


Information Resources 

• Plus 1 1 reimbursable positions 


Executive Secretariat 


Management/C 10 


Administrative and 
Management Services 


Office of 


Office of 

Pipeline Safety 


Hazardous Materials Safety 

FY 2014 FTP -210 


FY 2014 FTP- 175 

FY 2015 FTP -316 


FY 2015 FTP -180 

Policy and Programs 

Policy and Programs 

Program Development 

Engineering and Research 

Standards and Rulemaking 

Enforcement 

State Programs 

Inspector Training and Qualifications 


Program Development 

Engineering and Research 

Standards and Rulemaking 

Approvals and Permits 

Outreach. Training and Grants 

Field Operations 

Special Investigations 

Field Operations 

Emergency Support and Security 

Regional Offices (5) 


Regional Offices (5) 


Note: Organizationat Chart reflects where staff is cyrrently working nol ecc<M^ingto funding. 





Organizational Chart — FTE 
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Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation 
Organization Chart 
FY 2015 















department of transportation exhibit III 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
FY 2015 QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
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Please provide the number of Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) for each office from FY 2004 to FY 
2014. Please include the budget request, enacted and actual amount for each year. 


DEPARTMENT OFTRANSPORTATION 
FULLTIME EQUIVALENT EMPLOYMENT (FTE) 
FY2004.2014 FTE HISOTRY 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FULLTIME EQUIVALENT EMPLOYMENT (FIE) 
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DEPARTMENTOF TRANSPORTATION 
FULLTIME EQUIVALENT EMPLOYMENT (FIE) 
FY2004-20J4 FTE HISOTRY 


108 




109 


Please provide a list of all polilical awointments in the Department by modal 
administration and bv office. Please include the title, grade and salary of each position, 
the office the position is in. and the fund vavins their salary, 

RESPONSE: 

The following estimated 2014 salaries are based on either the current salary 
of encumbered positions, the statutory pay level for vacant PAS positions, 
the middle of the new senior executive pay range for vacant SES positions, 
and the middle of the pay range for vacant Schedule C positions at the grade 
at which the position was last filled, or is proposed. 


Title 

Grade 

Salary 

Funding 





Office of the Secretary 




Secretary 

EX-I 

$199,700 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Chief of Staff 

NC-SES 

$177,000 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Deputy Chief of Staff 

NC-SES 

$160,000 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Counselor to the Secretary 

NC-SES 

$155,500 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Counselor to the Secretary 

NC-SES 

$155,000 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

White House Liaison 

GS-15 

$124,995 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Associate Director for Scheduling and 
Advance 

GS-11 

S 63,091 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Associate Director for Scheduling and 
Advance 

GS-11 

$ 63,091 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Special Assistant for Scheduling and 

Advance 

GS-9 

$ 53,884 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Special Assistant for Scheduling and 
Advance 

GS-7 

$ 42,631 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Special Assistant for Scheduling and 
Advance-vacant 

GS-11 

$ 71,504 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Policy Assistant-vacant 

GS-15 

$141,660 

Salaries & 


1 
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Expenses 

Deputy Secretary-vacaiii 

EX-II 

$179,700 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Counselor to the Deputy Secretary 

GS-15 

$137,494 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Special Assistant-vacant 

GS-9 

$ 59,098 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Under Secretary of Transportation for Policy- 
vacant 

EX-II 

$179,700 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Counselor to the Under Secretary-vacant 

NC-SES 

$151,125 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Special Assistant to the Under Secretary 

GS-II 

$ 63,091 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Director, Executive Secretariat 

NC-SES 

$127,500 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Director, Office of Civil Rights 

NC-SES 

$127,500 

Office of Civil 
Rights 

Director, Office of Small & Disadvantaged 
Business Utilization 

NC-SES 

$127,440 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Chief Information Officer 

NC-SES 

$145,000 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Associate Director for IT Strategy and 
Technology Projects 

GS-14 

$106,263 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Assistant to the Secretary and Director of 
Public Affairs 

NC-SES 

$155,000 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Deputy Director of Public Affairs 

GS-14 

$106,263 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Press Secretary 

GS-13 

$ 89,924 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Deputy Press Secretary 

GS-11 

$ 65.194 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Associate Director for Public Liaison-vacant 

GS-14 

$120,429 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Director of Speechwriting -vacant 

GS-15 

$141,660 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Speechwriter 

GS-13 

$ 89,924 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Assistant Secretary for Administration 

NC-SES 

$155,500 

Salaries & 
Expenses 


2 
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CFO/ Assistant Secretary for Budget and 
Programs 

EX-IV 

$155,500 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Finance and 
Budget 

GS-15 

$124,995 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

General Counsel 

EX-IV 

$155,500 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Deputy General Counsel 

NC-SES 

$145,000 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Associate General Counsel-vacant 

NC-SES 

$151,125 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Assistant Secretary for Governmental 

Affairs 

EX-IV 

$155,500 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for 

Governmental Affairs 

GS-15 

$137,494 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for 

Governmental Affairs 

GS-15 

$124,995 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for 

Governmental Affairs 

GS-14 

$106,263 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Tribal 
Affairs-vacant 

GS-14 

$120,429 

Salaries & 

Director of Governmental Affairs 

GS-13 

$ 89,924 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Director of Governmental Affairs-vacant 

GS-13 

$101,914 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Associate Director for Governmental 

Affairs 

GS-11 

$ 69,400 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Associate Director for Governmental 

Affairs 

GS-11 

$ 63,091 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Associate Director for Governmental 

Affairs 

GS-7 

$ 45,473 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Associate Director for Governmental 
Affairs-vacant 

GS-7 

$ 48,315 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Assistant Secretary for Transportation 
Policy-vacant 

EX-IV 

$155,500 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for 

Transportation Policy 

NC-SES 

$142,000 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for 

Transportation Policy 

NC-SES 

$136,000 

National 

Infrastructure 

Investments 


3 
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Deputy Assistant Secretary for Public 
Engagement 

GS-15 

$137,494 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Deputy Director for Public Engagement 

GS-13 

$ 89,924 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Senior Advisor for Policy 

GS-13 

$ 89,924 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Assistant Secretary for Aviation and 
International Affairs 

EX-IV 

$155,500 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Aviation and 
International Affairs 

NC-SES 

$136,000 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Assistant Secretary for Research and 
Technology 

EX-IV 

$165,300 

Research 

Technology 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Research 
and Technology-vacant 

NC-SES 

$151,125 

Research & 
Technology 

Chief Counsel 

NC-SES 

$145,000 

Federal-Aid 

Highways 

Director, Office of Congressional, 
International, and Public Affairs 

GS-15 

$137,494 

Federal-Aid 

Highways 

Office of the Inspector General 




Inspector General 

EX-IV 

$170,259 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Federal Aviation Administration 




Administrator 

EX-II 

$179,700 

Operations 

Deputy Administrator 

EX-IV 

$155,500 

Operations 

Chief of Staff 

FAA Exec 

$155,000 

Operations 

Chief Counsel-vacant 

FAA Exec 

$145,000 

Operations 


Assistant Administrator for Aviation Policy, 
International Affairs and Environment 

FAA Exec 

$152,000 

Operations 

Associate Administrator for Airports-vacant 

FAA Exec 

$151,125 

Grants-in-Aid 
for Airports 

Assistant Administrator for Government & 
Industry Affairs 

GS-15 

$137,494 

Operations 

Deputy Assistant Administrator for Govt. & 
Industry Affairs-vacant 

GS-14 

$120,429 

Operations 

Assistant Administrator for 

Communications 

GS-15 

$145,827 

Operations 

Deputy Assistant Administrator for 
Communications-vacant 

GS-14 

$120,429 

Operations 


4 
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Federal Highway Administration 




Administrator 

EX-II 

$179,700 

Limitation on 

Administrative 

Expenses 

Deputy Administrator 

NC-SES 

$150,000 

Limitation on 

Administrative 

Expenses 

Chief Counsel-vacant 

NC-SES 

$145,000 

Limitation on 

Administrative 

Expenses 

Associate Administrator for Public Affairs- 
vacant 

NC-SES 

$151,125 

Limitation on 

Administrative 

Expenses 

Associate Administrator for Policy and 
Goverrunental Affairs 

GS-15 

$137,494 

Limitation on 

Administrative 

Expenses 

Special Assistant to the Administrator-vacant 

GS-9 

$ 59,098 

Limitation on 

Administrative 

Expenses 

Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration 




Administrator 

EX-III 

$165,300 

Motor Carrier 
Safety 

Operations & 
Programs 

Deputy Administrator 

NC-SES 

$150,000 

Motor Carrier 
Safety 

Operations & 
Programs 

Chief Counsel 

NC-SES 

$145,000 

Motor Carrier 
Safety 

Operations & 
Programs 

Director of Governmental Affairs-vaeant 

GS-15 

$141,660 

Motor Carrier 
Safety 

Operations & 
Programs 

Director of Communications 

GS-14 

$106,263 

Motor Carrier 
Safety 
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Operations & 
Programs 

Federal Railroad Administration 




Administrator 

EX-III 

$165,300 

Safety & 
Operations 

Deputy Administrator 

NC-SES 

$150,000 

Safety & 
Operations 

Chief Counsel 

NC-SES 

$145,000 

Safety & 
Operations 

Associate Administrator for 

Communications and Legislative Affairs 

GS-15 

$133,328 

Safety & 
Operations 

Director of Congressional Affairs 

GS-13 

$ 89,924 

Safety & 
Operations 

Special Assistant to the Administrator-vacant 

GS-7 

$ 48,315 

Safety & 
Operations 

Federal Transit Administration 




Administrator 

EX-III 

$165,300 

Administrative 

Expenses 

Deputy Administrator 

NC-SES 

$150,000 

Administrative 

Expenses 

Chief Counsel 

NC-SES 

$145,000 

Administrative 

Expenses 

Associate Administrator for Communication 
and Legislative Affairs 

GS-15 

$129,161 

Administrative 

Expenses 


6 
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Maritime Administration 




Administrator-vacant 

EX-III 

$165,300 

Operations & 
Training 

Deputy Administrator 

NC-SES 

$150,000 

Operations & 
Training 

Chief Counsel 

NC-SES 

$145,000 

Operations & 
Training 

Director, Office of Congressional and 

Public Affairs 

GS-15 

$129,161 

Operations & 
Training 

National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration 




Administrator-vacant 

EX-III 

$165,300 

Operations & 
Research - GF 

Deputy Administrator 

NC-SES 

$150,000 

Operations & 
Research - GF 

Chief Counsel 

NC-SES 

$145,000 

Operations & 
Research - GF 

Director of Governmental Affairs-vacant 

GS-15 

$141,660 

Operations & 
Research - GF 

Director of Communications 

GS-15 

$145,827 

Operations & 
Research - TF 

Special Assistant to the Administrator-vacant 

GS-9 

$ 59,098 

Operations & 
Research - GF 

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 
Admin 




Administrator 

EX-III 

$165,300 

Operational 

Expenses 

Deputy Administrator 

NC-SES 

$150,000 

Operational 

Expenses 

Chief Counsel 

NC-SES 

$145,000 

Operational 

Expenses 

Associate Administrator for Governmental, 
International, and Public Affairs-vacant 

GS-15 

$133,328 

Operational 

Expenses 

Saint Lawrence Seaway Development 

Corp 




Special Assistant to the Administrator-vacant 

GS-9 

$ 59,098 

Operations & 
Maintenance 

Administrator 

EX-IV 

$155,500 

Operations & 
Maintenance 
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Surface Transportation Board 




Chaiman 

EX-III 

$165,300 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Vice-Chairman 

EX-IV 

$155,500 

Salaries & 
Expenses 

Board Member 

EX-IV 

$155,500 

Salaries & 
Expenses 
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Please provide a table with the number of political appointees per office for the last five 
years as of September 30. 

RESPONSE: The information follows. 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Fiscal Presidential Non-Career Schedule C 

Year SES 


2010 

8 

11 

21 

2011 

8 

12 

23 

2012 

7 

15 

26 

2013 

5 

9 

21 

2014 

5 

14 

23 
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OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 


Fiscal 

Year 

Presidential 

Non-Career 

SES 

Schedule C 

2010 

1 

0 

0 

2011 

1 

0 

0 

2012 

1 

0 

0 

2013 

1 

0 

0 

2014 

1 

0 

0 
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FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 


Fiscal Presidential FAA Executives Schedule C 

Year 


2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 


1 

2 

1 

2 

2 


1 

3 

3 

4 
2 


2 

1 

2 

3 

3 
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 


Fiscal Presidential Non-Career Schedule C 

Year SES 


2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 


13 1 
1 3 1 
1 3 1 
1 3 1 
0 1 1 
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FEDERAL MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ADMINISTRATION 


Fiscal 

Year 

Presidential 

Non-Career 

SES 

Schedule C 

2010 

1 

2 

2 

2011 

1 

2 

2 

2012 

1 

2 

1 

2013 

1 

2 

2 

2014 

1 

2 

1 
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FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION 


Fiscal Presidential Non-Career Schedule C 

Year SES 


2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


1 

2 

2 

2 

2 


3 

2 

2 

2 

3 



123 


FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 


Fiscal Presidential Non-Career Schedule C 

Year SES 


2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


2 

2 

2 

2 

2 


2 

2 

1 

1 

1 
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MARITIME ADMINISTRATION 


Fiscal 

Year 

Presidential 

Non-Career 

SES 

Schedule C 

2010 

1 

2 

1 

2011 

1 

2 

1 

2012 

1 

2 

1 

2013 

0 

2 

1 

2014 

0 

2 

1 
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NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION 


Fiscal 

Year 

Presidential 

Non-Career 

SES 

Schedule C 

2010 

1 

2 

2 

2011 

1 

2 

2 

2012 

1 

2 

2 

2013 

1 

2 

2 

2014 

0 

2 

1 
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RESEARCH AND INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY 
ADMINISTRATION 


Fiscal 

Year 

Presidential 

Non-Career 

SES 

Schedule C 

2010 

1 

0 

0 

2011 

I 

2 

1 

2012 

0 

2 

1 

2013 

0 

2 

I 
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PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SAFETY 
ADMINISTRATION 


Fiscal 

Year 

Presidential 

Non-Career 

SES 

Schedule C 

2010 

I 

1 

0 

2011 

1 

1 

I 

2012 

1 

2 

I 

2013 

I 

2 

1 

2014 

1 

2 

I 
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SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT CORP 


Fiscal 

Year 

Presidential 

Non-Career 

SES 

Schedule C 

2010 

1 

0 

0 

2011 

1 

0 

0 

2012 

1 

0 

0 

2013 

1 

0 

0 

2014 

1 

0 

0 
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SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 


Fiscal 

Year 

Presidential 

Non-Career 

SES 

Schedule C 

2010 

3 

0 

0 

2011 

3 

0 

0 

2012 

3 

0 

0 

2013 

3 

0 

0 

2014 

3 

0 

0 
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FT A New Start Projects 

1 . How does FT A prioritize new start projects? 

RESPONSE: FTA gives top prioritr- to its existing construction grant agreements when 
determining which projects to recommend in the President's budget each year. FTA then 
considers recommending additional projects in the budget for funding ba.sed on the resuits of 
the project evaluation process (including both project justification and local financial 
commitment ratings) and considerations such as project readiness for a construction grant 
agreement during the fiscal year for which the budget is proposed and the availability of 
program funds. 

2, If Congress does not provide all of the requested increase in New Start funding, how does 
FTA detennine, which of the seven new projects will be funded? 

RESPONSE; If Congress appropriates less funding in FY 2015 than has been proposed in 
the President’s budget. FTA will be forced to make some tough choices. Worthwhile 
projects may he funded at a less than an optimal level or not at all as happened in FY 2013 
when the program was subject to sequestration. Typically. FTA honors the existing 
construction grant agreement payments to the extent possible, if funding remains after 
honoring those existing construction grant agreement payments, then FTA must decide which 
of the newly recommended projects not yet under a construction grant agreement should get 
funding or whether they each should get a proportionate share of the remaining appropriated 
funds. That choice depends on the overall amount of funding available. 
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Department of Tian^rtation 

I Fiscal Year 2015 Questions for the Record 

I Congressman Tim Ryan 

Subcommittee on Transportation, iiousing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies 
1 House Committee on Appropriations 


General 

1. Question: What is DOT doing to address pipeline permitting issues and backlog, in order 
to keep pace with rapidly expanding natural gas production? 

RESPONSE: The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) 
does not issue permits for natural gas pipelines. 

2. Question: What, if anything is DOT doing to address infrastructure needs in relation to 
the rapid natural gas and oil development going on as a result of hydraulic fracturing? 

RESPONSE: Most of the natural gas and hazardous liquid gathering line infrastructure 
being developed as a result of hydraulic fracturing is outside of PHMSA's current 
regulatory authority. However, PHMSA has invested significant resources in assuring 
sound engineering design and construction practices are employed on the new pipelines 
PHMSA does regulate. PHMSA created a webpage devoted to construction practices and 
held a construction public workshop to inform all pipeline companies about commonly 
identified safety and compliance issues. Both the webpage and workshop have been 
made available to any interested entity - including non-rcgulated gathering line 
companies, http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/conslruction/index.htm 

PHMSA has no authority to influence which pipelines are built or where they are located. 
Once those decisions are made, PHMSA and it's state partners are committed to assuring 
the sound design, construction and safe operation of those pipelines. Further, PHMSA 
has set aside group of engineers to work with communities when new pipelines are being 
built. This group often urges communities to review the recommendation of a consensus 
document prepared by the Pipelines and Informed Planning Alliance. This document 
relays land use best practices that can help achieve good results for both conununities and 
the pipeline company. http s ://primis.phmsa.dot.EO v/comm /piDa/landuseDlanning.hi m 

3. Question: What, if anything, is DOT doing to create new programs or facilitate through 
existing programs, incentives for natural gas fueling stations for fleet or personal use? 

RESPONSE: The Department’s responsibility is to ensure that hazardous materials like 
natural gas are moved safely through our nation’s tran.sportation network. Incentivizing 
increased use of hazardous materials like natural gas is outside the Department’s 
responsibility. 
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Topic A - NHTSA/Car Safety 

4. Question: Regarding the Cameron Gulbransen Kids Transportation Safety Act and the 
rear visibility rule, the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs held the rear 
visibility rule for 19 months last time and then the rule was withdrawn. Has OIRA 
assured you they won’t do that again and they won't derail something we in Congress 
ordered? 

RESPONSE: On March 3 1st of this year, NHTSA issued a final rule requiring rear 
visibility technology in all new vehicles under 10,000 pounds by May 2018. This new 
rule enhances the safety of these vehicles by significantly reducing the risk of fatalities 
and serious injuries caused by backover accidents. 

5. Question: NHTSA was directed to establish a method to collect and maintain injury and 
fatality data in nontraffic incidents based on a provision in SAFETEA-LU. The database 
was supposed to be established by August, 2006 (1 year after SAFETEA-LU passed). 

The only reports ever issued were in 2009. NHTSA has not reported any information 
about nontraffic incidents since that time though they are statutorily required to do so on 
a biannual basis. Why does NHTSA totally ignore their mandates from Congress? 

RESPONSE: NHTSA has continued to collect information about nontraffic incidents as 
directed by Congress and has published several reports since 2009, These reports include 
Not-in-Traffic Surveillance — Non-Crash Injuries (DOT HS 81 1 655), Not-in-Traffic 
Surveillance: Fatality and Injury Statistics in Nontraffic Crashes 2008 to 201 1 (DO T HS 
81 1 813), Not-in-Traffic Surveillance: Child Fatality and Injury in Nontraffic Crashes - 
2008 to 201 1 Statistics (DOT HS 81 1 812). NHTSA also continues to investigate 
nontraffic incidents through Special Crash Investigations and publishes these reports 
when the investigations are complete. All of these reports are available to the public 
through NFITSA’s website. 
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Safe Transportation of Energy Products 


The budget requests $40 million to establish a new “Safe Transportation of Energy Products 
Fund”. This fund is intended to address the critical safety issues that arise in the transportation 
of crude oil. This issue is very important to me because the Low'er Hudson Valley ha.s 
experienced two near-misses with train derailments. 

Question 1: Why did you choose the Office of Policy to administer funding instead of the 
Federal Railroad Administration, Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration, or 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration? 

RESPONSE: The Safe Transportation of Energy Products Fund will support multimodal 
prevention and response activities associated with the increased safety issues currently 
surrounding the transport of energy products. The governing structure will help to ensure that 
DOT takes a multimodal and collaborative approach to directing resources to the initiatives that 
will provide the greatest benefit. 


Question 2 : The Emergency Preparedness Grants within the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials 
Safety Administration have been funded at $28 iniliion since 2008. These funds are used to train 
fire fighters about how to safely respond to hazardous materials incident.s. 

Given the emergence of safety issues concerning the transport of crude oil, do you have 
sufficient funds to adequately train emergency responders? 

RESPONSE): As an eligible activity, the Board could choose to fund training programs through the Safe 
Transport of Energy Products Fund. 

Question 3; What portion of this new fund will be used for training? W'iil the Federal 
Railroad Administration and the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration 
oversee these training initiatives? 


RESPONSE: Training and outreach to improve oil spill emergency response and community 
preparedness Is an example of an eligible expenditure from the Safe Transport of Energy Fund. 
The fund would be available to initiatives within FR.A, PHMS.A, and FMCSA. The 
Admini-strators for each Operating .Administration, along with representatives of designated 
offices within OST, would jointly serv'e as a decision making board that directs the funds to 
eligible projects. 
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Impaired Driving and Marijuana Use 

With the legalization of marijuana in two States, an emerging highway traffic safety issue is the 
impairment that the use of marijuana may have on drivers especially when they also consume 
alcohol. 

Question I: What studies has the National Highway Traffie Safety Administration 
conducted on this issue? Should we he doing more? 

RESPONSE: NHTSA has a long history of research on drug-impaired driving, including 
surveys of drug use in traffic, drug use in crashes and the crash-risk associated with drug use. 
NHTSA has research and program activities underway to; 

• Determine the nature and magnitude of the drugged driving problem; 

• Examine the impairing effects of drugs on driving skills; 

• Develop improved detection and enforcement methods; and 

• Examine new' technology to assist law enforcement. 

NHTSA plans to continue a strong drugged driving research program with increasing focus on 
the investigation of methods for addressing impairment problems that cause the greatest crash 
risk. 

Question 2: Does NHTSA have any plans to develop a public education program similar to 
“Click it or Ticket” or the drunk driving campaign? 

RESPONSE: NHTSA data indicates that highly visible enforcement campaigns can reduce 
impaired driving fatalities by up to 20 percent. NHTSA's research indicates that about 25 percent 
of drivers with blood alcohol content above the legal limit of .08 grams per deciliter also test 
positive for drugs. Because many offenders may be impaired by both drtigs and alcohol, 
drugged driving enforcement and alcohol-impaired driving enforcement are most effectively 
performed as a combined operation. Many aspects of the criminal justice process, including 
probable cause for the traffic stop and collection of evidence are essentially similar. NHTSA 
conducts two National Impaired Driving Crackdowns each year, at the end of the summer 
including the Labor Day holiday and during the Christmas/New Year holiday period. The 
agency encourages law enforcement agencies to include trained Drug Recognition Experts in 
high-visibility enforcement conducted during the Crackdowns to address drug-impaired driving 
offenders. The Crackdowns combine high-visibility enforcement with strong publicity to 
increase the public’s awareness of the risks of impaired driving and the detection and arrest of 
impaired drivers. 



Wednesday, April 2, 2014. 

OVERSIGHT HEARING: OFFICE OF PUBLIC AND INDIAN 
HOUSING, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DE- 
VELOPMENT 


WITNESS 

HON. SHAUN DONOVAN, SECRETARY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING 

AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. Latham. The hearing will come to order. This afternoon, we 
welcome Secretary Shaun Donovan to the subcommittee for an 
oversight hearing on housing issues. 

Secretary Donovan. Good to be back. 

Mr. Latham. Good to see you after your skiing trip and all those 
good things. You and Ranking Member Pastor can go travel some- 
where now, too. 

Secretary Donovan. You are welcome. 

Mr. Pastor. We are going to Iowa. 

Mr. Latham. Okay, you are going to Iowa? Good, good. 

Due to a scheduling conflict we had to postpone our fiscal year 
2015 general budget hearing for HUD until next Thursday, April 
10th. Today we will review the budget request for Public and In- 
dian Housing programs, learn about your ideas for program re- 
forms, and look at the challenge of meeting long-term commitments 
in the Project-Based Rental Assistance account. 

For a number of years we have seen renewals of the voucher pro- 
gram and other housing programs steadily crowd out other high 
priority programs. This year is no different. HUD’s request for Pub- 
lic and Indian Housing programs grow $1.1 billion or 4.4 percent 
over the enacted level. At the same time, community planning and 
development programs, for example, see a reduction of $9.8 million 
in the budget request. 

The Ryan-Murray budget agreement for fiscal year 2014 and 
2015 reflects a broad bipartisan agreement that we must live with 
relatively fiat budgets this year and next year and actually well 
into the future. 

Chairman Rogers and Chairwoman Mikulski have stated very 
publicly that they will abide by the Ryan-Murray agreement for fis- 
cal year 2015 in spite of the administration’s multi-billion dollar 
gimmicks across the budget. In the case of this subcommittee, the 
President’s budget offloads billions of transportation spending to 
the mandatory side. 

As we consider your request for fiscal year 2015, the committee 
will move forward honoring the bipartisan agreement to effectively 
freeze the top line for both domestic and defense spending, and we 
will not use gimmicks to increase spending. To meet this goal we 
need to have an honest discussion about how we continue to serve 

( 135 ) 
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our most vulnerable citizens while focusing on hard choices and 
cost-saving reforms. Sticking to the budget agreement means that 
when some programs grow, others must be cut back. 

You have been on the job now for 5 years, and we appreciate 
your leadership and open communication with the committee. I 
have confidence that your remaining years, hopefully years, as Sec- 
retary will finally bring in some urgently needed reforms so that 
HUD’s housing programs effectively serve the national interests 
while protecting the taxpayer. 

I look forward to your testimony and would like to recognize my 
good friend and ranking member, Mr. Pastor, for his opening state- 
ment. 

Mr. Pastor. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman. 

And thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I welcome Secretary Donovan this afternoon. 

The programs we are reviewing today are some of the most im- 
portant programs in HUD’s portfolio. Public housing and Section 8 
house more than 5 million tenants, many of whom are for vulner- 
able populations. More than half the tenants in public housing are 
elderly or disabled. These programs are the largest in HUD’s port- 
folio. Together, public housing and Section 8 rental assistance rep- 
resent $36.3 billion or 85.9 percent of the fiscal year 2015 budget 
request. 

We have a responsibility and a commitment to ensure that these 
programs run efficiently while having a positive impact on tenants’ 
lives. I look forward to hearing an update on two of the administra- 
tion’s initiatives in this area, the Choice Neighborhood Initiative 
and the Rental Assistance Demonstration program. 

I look forward to the Secretary’s testimony this afternoon. 

And thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Pastor. 

Following your opening statement members will be recognized 
for 5 minute rounds of questioning based on seniority here on the 
committee. 

Secretary Donovan, you are recognized for your opening state- 
ment, and your full statement will be submitted for the record. 

Secretary Donovan. Chairman Latham, Ranking Member Pas- 
tor, members of the committee, it is a pleasure to be with you 
today to discuss the Department of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment’s public housing programs with a specific focus on the innova- 
tive proposals contained in our fiscal year 2015 budget. 

We come together today at an important time for the American 
people. Although our Nation has come a long way since the depths 
of an historic economic crisis, there are still too many families 
struggling to get by. One example, according to HUD’s latest worst 
case housing needs study, in 2011 roughly 8 V 2 million families 
spent more than 50 percent of their income on rent and/or lived in 
substandard housing. This was a jump of more than 43 percent 
since 2007, the largest increase over a 4-year period in the quarter 
century history of the survey. 

Recognizing that so many are in need, HUD’s fiscal year 2015 
budget is designed to build ladders of opportunity so that families 
from all backgrounds have a fair chance to lift themselves up if 
they work hard and play by the rules. 
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Public housing is at the heart of these efforts because it provides 
affordable rental homes to low-income families. HUD’s proposed 
budget dedicates a significant amount of funding to support this 
critically important work by addressing capital needs to preserve 
existing units, empowering families with the resources to secure af- 
fordable units, and ensuring that once they obtain affordable hous- 
ing, these families have the support to grow and thrive. 

RAD 

And with all of these efforts, we are looking for new and innova- 
tive ways to make a difference on the ground, especially in tight 
fiscal times. Case in point is our Rental Assistance Demonstration, 
which is helping public housing authorities and owners of assisted 
housing tap the private market to make physical improvements to 
their units. 

With a backlog of $26 billion in capital needs for public housing, 
this effort couldn’t be more timely. That is why this budget pro- 
poses legislative changes to RAD that will eliminate the 60,000 
unit cap and allow for a greater portion of public housing stock to 
convert. Specifically, these measures will enable HUD to address 
the more than 180,000 units of applications that we have on hand 
today and create approximately $6 billion in private financing for 
the recapitalization of public housing at no cost to the taxpayer. 

The budget also provides $10 million for a targeted expansion of 
RAD to public housing properties in Promise Zones or other high 
priority communities. In total this means more quality affordable 
housing options for families, and to help them seize these opportu- 
nities, the budget includes $20 billion for the Housing Choice 
Voucher program to help more than 2.2 million low-income families 
afford decent housing in neighborhoods of their choice. 

SPECIAL PURPOSE VOUCHERS 

In addition, the budget provides 40,000 special purpose vouchers, 
including 10,000 new vouchers targeted to homeless veterans and 
also includes $9.7 billion for the project-based rental assistance 
program to maintain affordable rental housing for 1.2 million fami- 
lies, and once families are in these units, we want to see them suc- 
ceed. 

This is an area where we are doing some of our most innovative 
work. For example, the budget provides $25 million for the evi- 
dence-based Jobs-Plus program, a proven model for increasing the 
employment and earnings of public housing residents. They receive 
on-site employment and training services, financial incentives that 
encourage work, and neighbor-to-neighbor information sharing 
about job openings, training, and other employment-related oppor- 
tunities. 

The Opportunity, Growth, and Security Initiative includes an ad- 
ditional $125 million for Jobs-Plus, which together with the base 
funds in the budget could assist up to 50,000 participants. 

PHA FLEXIBILITY 

Another proposal in the budget provides flexibility to help PHAs 
improve supportive services for assisted families, the Family Self- 
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Sufficiency program which connects residents to resources and 
services that lead to economic independence and self-sufficiency 
will be consolidated and aligned to enable PHAs to better serve 
voucher and public housing residents, and as part of the forth- 
coming legislative package, we propose expanding our Moving to 
Work program to help even more public housing authorities design 
and test innovative, local strategies aimed at helping residents suc- 
ceed. 

In total with all these efforts, we are looking for creative ways 
to achieve our desired results in tough fiscal times. We do so with 
the primary goal in mind, to give more Americans a fair chance to 
thrive if they work hard. HUD’s fiscal year 2015 budget is designed 
to do just that, with our innovative public housing programs at the 
center of this work. 

We are eager to discuss these items with Congress as you work 
through the appropriations process and look forward to your ques- 
tions. Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

[The information follows:] 
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Agencies 
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on 

«FY 2015 Public Housing Oversight Hearing for the Department of Housing and Urban Development” 

Wednesday, April 2, 2014 


Thank you. Chairman Latham and Ranking Member Pastor, for this opportunity to discuss the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development’s Public Housing programs and some of the innovative proposals contained in 
our FY 2015 Budget. 

In the areas of public housing and innovation, the fiscal year 2015 HUD Budget: 

Provides Ladders of Opportunity for Anybody Willing to Work Hard and Play by the Rules. The Budget 
provides $ 1 20 million for Choice Neighborhoods to continue to transform neighborhoods of concentrated poverty 
into opportunity-rich, mixed-income neighborhoods. This funding level, which is augmented by an additional 
$280 million in the Opportunity, Growth and Security Initiative, will be used to revitalise HUD-assisted housing 
and surrounding neighborhoods through partnerships between local governments, housing authorities, nonprofits, 
and for-profit developers. Preference for these funds will be given to designated Promise Zones — high-poverty 
communities where the Federal Government is working with local leadership to invest and engage more intensely 
to create jobs, leverage private investment, increase economic activity, reduce violence and expand educational 
opportunities. 

Protects the Vulnerable Recipients of HUD Rental Assistance and Makes Progress on the Federal Strategic 
Plan to End Homelessness. The Budget includes $20 billion for the Housing Choice Voucher program to help 
more than 2.2 million low-income families afford decent housing in neighborhoods of their choice. This funding 
level supports all existing vouchers and fully restores the sequestration funding cuts that the 2014 appropriations 
mo.slly reversed. In addition, the Budget provides 40.000 special purpose vouchers, including 10,000 new 
vouchers targeted to homeless veterans. The Budget also includes $9.7 billion for the Project-Based Rental 
Assistance program to maintain affordable rental housing for 1.2 million families, and provides $6.5 billion in 
operating and capital subsidies to preserve affordable public housing for an additional 1.1 million families. 

Puts HUD-subsidized Public and Assisted Housing on A Financially Sustainable Path. This Budget also 
recognizes that we can no longer tolerate a federally-supported rental housing system that is “separate and unequal” 
~ one which expects public housing authorities (PHAs) to house over 1 million families in public housing, 
subjecting them to overly burdensome regulation while denying them access to private capital available to virtually 
every other fonn of rental housing. To bring our rental housing system into the 2l5t century and continue to 
address the $26 billion in public housing capital needs, this Budget includes proposals that would facilitate the 
conversion and preservation of additional Public Housing and other HUD-assisted properties under the Rental 
Assistance Demonstration (RAD). At the same time, the Budget provides $10 million for a targeted expansion of 
RAD to Public Housing properties in high-poverty neighborhoods, including designated Promise Zones, where the 
Administration is also supporting comprehensive revitalization efforts. 


1 
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Improves the Way Federal Dollars are Spent and Builds Evidence of What Works. The Budget also 
provides $25 million for the evidcncc-based Jobs-Plus program, a proven model for increasing public 
housing residents' employment and earnings. Through Jobs-Plus, public housing residents will receive 
on-site employment and training services, financial incentives that encourage work and "heighbor-lo- 
neighbor" information-sharing about job openings, training, and other employment-related opportunities. 
The Opportunity, Growth, and Security Initiative includes an additional $125 million for Jobs Plus, which 
together with the base funds could assist up to 50,000 participants. 


Rental Assistance Programs 

in an era when more than one-third of all American families rent their homes and over 8.5 million unassisted 
families with very low incomes spend more than 50 percent of their income on rent and/or live in substandard 
housing, it remains more important than ever to provide a sufficient supply of affordable rental homes for low- 
income families — particularly since, in many communities affordable rental housing does not exist without public 
support. HUD’s 20 1 5 Budget maintains HUD’s core commitments to providing rental assistance to some our 
country’s most vulnerable hou.seholds as well as distributing housing, infrastructure, and economic development 
funding to states and communities to address their unique needs. Overall, 84 percent of HUD’s total 2015 budget 
authority requested will provide rental assistance to over 5.4 million residents of HUD-subsidized housing, 
including public housing and HUD grants to homeless assistance programs. 

Detailed data shows how vulnerable these families are to the economic downturn, in HUD’s core rental assistance 
programs, including Tenant Based Rental Assistance (TBRA), Public Housing and Project Based Rental Assistance 
(PBRA): 75% of families are extremely low-income (below 30 percent of area median income) and an additional 20 
percent are very low-income (below 50 percent of area median income). The devastating effect of the tough 
economic environment on the housing circumstances of poor Americans was underscored when HUD released its 
Worst Case Housing Needs study results. HUD defines worst case needs as: renters with very low incomes who do 
not receive government housing assistance and who either pay more than half their income for rent, live in severely 
inadequate conditions, or both. The report showed an increase of 43.5 percent in worst case needs renters between 
2007 and 2011. This is the largest increase in worst case housing needs over a four year period in the quarter-century 
history of the survey. The need for HUD investments in this area is clear. 

Preserving Ajfordabie Housing Opportunities in HUD s Largest Programs 

This Budget provides $20 billion for HUD’s Section 8 TBRA program, which is the nation’s largest and 
preeminent rental assistance program for low-income families. For over 35 years it has served as a cost-effective 
means for delivering safe and affordable housing in the private market. This 2015 funding level is expected to 
assist approximately 2.2 million families and support new incremental vouchers for homeless veterans. It is 
important to note the effect that sequestration had on this program and the lengths to which HUD and PHAs went 
to preserve units for families currently receiving assistance. By using both program reserves and contingency 
funding, HUD did not terminate any family's assistance due to sequestration. No family housed by the program 
was evicted from that housing. However, approximately 74.000 families who could have moved from Housing 
Choice Voucher waiting lists and into housing remain on those waiting lists. 

The Budget also provides a total of $6.5 billion to operate public housing and modernize its aging physical assets 
through the Public Housing Operating ($4.6 billion) and Capita! ($ 1 .9 billion) funds, a critical investment that will 
help over l.l million extremely low- to low-income households obtain or retain housing. Similarly, through a $9.7 
billion request in funding for the PBRA program, the Department will provide rental assistance funding to 
privately-owned multifamily rental housing projects to serve over 1.2 million families nationwide. 

Creating Stability in the Project-Based Rental Assistance Program 

The Budget request of $9.7 billion for the PBRA program will allow HUD to shift to a calendar year funding 
approach for renewal contracts in fiscal year 2015, which is consistent with current practice in the Housing Choice 
Voucher and Public Housing programs, and should result in more predictable funding cycles in future years. In FY 
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20 1 5, for all multiyear contracts in the middle of their contract terms, HUD would place funding on contracts as 
they come up sufficient to carry them through the end of calendar year 20 1 5, For contracts whose term expires 
during fiscal year 2015 and a new contract is executed, HUD would place 12 months of funding on the contract 
at the time of execution (how'cver, the subsequent funding event would transition those contracts to the calendar 
year funding cycle). HUD does not expect the transition to a calendiU' year funding approach to have significant 
impact on stakeholders, investors, or lenders because there will be no change in underlying contract terms or 
duration. Rather, the Department will only shift the tuning for funding of the contract, similar to past practice 
during periods covered by Continuing Resolution and during fiscal year 2013, post-sequestration, which was 
effectuated due to implementation of new business processes and information technology systems. HUD believes 
that 12-month calendar year funding will increase the predictability of funding under the program, allowing owners 
to continue leveraging private debt and equity on advantageous terms. In addition, this approach will assure 
funding is in place on all multi-year contract renewals during the critical first quarter of the following year — a 
period when funding uncertainty can be high. 

Reducing Administrative Burdens and Increasing Efficiency 

This Budget recognizes the need to simplify, aligp, and reform programs to reduce administrative burdens and 
increase efficiency across programs by: 

• Enabling PHAs to Combine Operating and Capital Funds. 

To both simplify the program and reduce the administrative burden on State and local public housing 
authorities, the Budget provides all PHAs with full flexibility to use their operating and capital funds for 
any eligible capital or operating expense. 

• Providing Flexibility for PHAs to Improve Supportive Services for Assisted Households. 

The Budget proposes streamlining and flexibility measures to help PHAs improve supportive services for 
assisted families. The Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) program will be consolidated and aligned to enable 
PHAs to more uniformly serve both TBRA and Public Housing residents. This program, which the Budget 
also expands to residents of PBRA housing, aims to connect residents to resources and services to find and 
retain jobs that lead to economic independence and self-sufficiency. 

Rebuilding our Nation 's Affordable Housing Stock 

Over the last 75 years, the Federal Government has invested billions of dollars in the development and 
maintenance of public and multifamily housing, which serve as crucial resources for some of our country’s most 
vulnerable families. Despite this sizable Federal investment and the great demand for deeply affordable rental 
housing, we continue to see a decline in the number of available affordable housing units. Unlike other forms of 
assisted housing that serve very similar populations, the public housing stock is nearly fully reliant on federal 
appropriations from the Capital Fund to make capital repairs. Funding and regulatory constraints have impaired 
the ability for these local and state entities to keep up with needed life-cycle Improvements. The most recent 
capital needs study of the public housing stock, completed in 2010, estimated the backlog of unmet need at 
approximately $26 billion, or $23,365 per unit. Funding for the Capital Fund has been insufficient to 
meaningfully reduce public housing’s backlog of repair and replacement needs or even meet the estimated $3 
billion in annual accrual needs. Under the strain of this baekiog, and without financing tools commonly available 
to other forms of affordable housing, the public housing inventory has lost an average of 10,000 units annually 
through demolitions and dispositions. 

• Rental Assistance Demonstration 

In addition to the public housing stock, the RAD program targets certain "at-risk” HUD legacy programs. 
Prior to RAD. units assisted under Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation (MR) were limited to short-term 
renewals and constrained rent levels that inhibit the recapitalization of the properties, and units assisted 
under Rent Supplement (RS) and Rental Assistance Program (RAP) had no ability to retain project-based 
assistance beyond the current contract term. As a result, as their contracts expired, these projects would no 
longer be available as affordable housing assets. 
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Conversion to long-term Section 8 rental assistance, as permitted under RAD, is essential to preserving 
these scarce affordable housing assets and protecting the investment of taxpayer dollars these programs 
represent. Long-term Section 8 rental assistance allows for state and local entities to leverage sources of 
private and public capital to rehabilitate their properties. While the Department expects and continues to 
process Public Housing conversions of assistance without additional subsidy, HUD requests $10- million in 
2015 for the incremental subsidy costs of converting assistance under RAD for very limited purposes. Such 
funding will be targeted only to public housing projects that arc: 1 ) not feasible to convert at current 
funding levels, and 2)located in high-poverty neighborhoods, including designated Promise Zones, where 
the Administration is supporting comprehensive revitalization efforts. The Department estimates that the 
$10 million in incremental subsidies will support the conversion and redevelopment of approximately 
5,000 public housing units that would not otherwise be feasible to convert and sufficiently stabilize over 
the long term without incremental subsidies, while helping to increase private investment in the targeted 
projects. 

In addition to the funding request, the proposed legislative changes to RAD are designed to allow for 
maximum participation by those PHAs and private owners whose current funding levels are sufficient for 
conversion. This includes, for example, elimination of the 60,000 unit cap, which will allow for a greater 
portion of the Public Housing stock that can convert at no cost to the federal government to participate in 
the demonstration. 


Transforming Neighborhoods of Poverty 

The President has made It clear that we cannot create an economy built from the middle class out if: a fifth of 
America’s children live in poverty, at acost of $500 billion per year — fully 4% of GDP — due to reduced skills 
development and economic productivity, increased later life crime, and poor health; a growing population lives 
with the problems of concentrated neighborhood poverty — high unemployment rates, rampant crime, health 
disparities, inadequate early care and education, struggling schools, and disinvestment — all of which isolate them 
from the global economy. 

That’s why HUD’s fiscal year 2015 Budget provides $120 million for Choice Neighborhoods to continue 
transformative investments in high-poverty neighborhoods where distressed HUD-assisted public and privately 
owned housing is located. Choice Neighborhoods — along with RAD— is an essential element of the President’s 
Promise Zones initiative to create ladders of opportunity for Americans living in our mOvSt distressed 
neighborhoods. This initiative is designed to support revitalization In some of America’s highesl-poverty 
communities by creating jobs, attracting private investment, increasing economic activity, expanding educational 
opportunity, and reducing violent crime. Other key rungs on the Ladders of Opportunity include raising the 
minimum wage, increasing access to high-quality preschool, promoting fatherhood and marriage, and revitalizing 
America's high schools. 

The President announced the first five Promise Zones in January 2014 and will designate up to an additional 15 
Zones in the year ahead. Communities compete to earn a Promise Zone designation by identifying a set of positive 
outcomes, developing a strategy, encouraging private investment and realigning federal, state, and local resources 
to support achievement of those outcomes. The Promise Zone designation process ensures rural and Native 
American representation. Promise Zones will receive tax incentives, if approved, to stimulate hiring and busine.ss 
investment along with intensive federal support and technical assistance aimed at breaking down regulatory 
barriers and using Federal funds available to them at the local level more effectively. Applicants from Promise 
Zones will also receive points for competitive federal grants that will increase the odds of qualifying for support 
and assistance to help them achieve their goals. 

Promise Zones are aligning the work of multiple federal programs in communities that have both substantial needs 
and a strong plan to address them. The Promise Zones initiative builds on the lessons learned from existing place- 
based programs like the Department of Education's Promise Neighborhoods and the Department of Justice’s Byrne 
Criminal Justice Innovation program, both of which receive substantial increases in the Budget. Other federal 
agencies that will be aligning their work with that of local Promise Zone partners include the Departments of 
Commerce, Health and Human Services, and Agriculture. 

4 



143 


The Choice Neighborhoods initiative is a central element of the Administration’s inter-agency, place-based slrareg>' 
to suppdrt local communities in developing the tools they need to revitalize neighborhoods of concentrated poverty 
into neighborhoods of opportunity. The Department’s administration of the first rounds of funding for Choice 
Neighborhoods grants exemplify how our practices generate effective partnerships with local housing and 
community development efforts. In the past, many federal grant programs followed a rigid, top-down, 'one-size fits 
air approach that dictated what local policymakers could and could not do rather than listening to them and 
providing the tools they needed to meet local needs. Having served in local government myself, ! am committed to 
a collaborative approach responsive to local needs - and believe the results thus far demonstrate that we are making 
good on that commitment. 


Conclusion 

Chairman Latham, the FY 2015 Budget reflects the Administration's innovative programs and proposals for the 
nation’s public housing programs. We look forward to discussing these items with Congress as you work through 
the appropriations process and look forwsu’d to your questions. 
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Mr. Latham. The request refers to a comprehensive package of 
legislative reforms that you will he submitting to the authorizing 
committees this spring, it is my understanding; is that right? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. That is correct. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. I think we can all agree this is the right time 
for reforms, to ensure that the HUD housing assistance programs 
serve the neediest populations, control costs, and lead to greater 
self-sufficiency for the residents. However, we have heard promises 
to work with the authorizers in the past, including during last 
year’s hearing. So I hope you can appreciate the fact that we may 
he somewhat skeptical as to whether you are really serious about 
making reforms. 

What makes you think that you have a better opportunity this 
year and what do you see as some of the barriers that might pop 
up? 


LEGISLATIVE REFORMS 

Secretary DoNOVAN. So, first of all, I would say we were very en- 
couraged by some of the advances we did make in the 2014 budget. 
There is hundreds of millions of dollars of savings in the voucher 
program and in other programs based on the work that we did with 
you but also with the authorizing committee. 

Having said that, we literally on the day we introduced the budg- 
et, briefed the authorizing committees. I personally made calls to 
the authorizers to encourage them to work with us. We are actively 
engaged in discussions on potential legislation this fall. Obviously 
you know better than I do that in an election year and with other 
challenges we can’t guarantee any legislation getting done, but we 
will do everything we can to make progress. 

I would also note we have proposed a range of legislative changes 
which we think are appropriate for an appropriations bill. That is 
why we divided the legislative proposals. Some we included lan- 
guage with the budget, others we are saving for what we consider 
an authorizing package later, and we look forward to working di- 
rectly with the committee on things that clearly fall within appro- 
priations language. 

Mr. Latham. That really goes to my next question about the se- 
lection of programs that you want us to expand, rather than the 
authorizers. Whether you are talking about the RAD or the rent 
policy demonstrations, change in medical deductions and authority 
for the public housing authorities to merge their operating and cap- 
ital funds and so on. Will constraining renewal costs be one of your 
goals as far as reforming the voucher system? Tell us what you are 
proposing there. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Absolutely. We believe with the changes 
that we were able to make working with you in the 2014 budget, 
we already expect savings in the voucher program of just over $200 
million in 2015. In addition to that, we believe that the changes we 
have proposed, for example, to medical deductions will save at least 
tens of millions of dollars more. 

The other thing that I would point out, we have been working 
to move to a more efficient contracting model in our project-based 
Section 8 program over a number of years. We have actually run 
that competition twice and lawsuits have delayed that. There is 
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specific language that we proposed in the budget that would clarify 
that we have the right to do this through a NOFA process which 
we believe already and was confirmed by one judge in a prior court. 
If that language gets approved, we think we could save $100 mil- 
lion within the project-based Section 8 program next year. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. In 2012 GAO reported to Congress that 20 
different Federal agencies administer 160 programs to support 
home ownership and rental housing. I wondered, are you working 
within the administration to identify where there is duplication 
and are there efforts to consolidate programs so that the tax dollars 
serve the national interest rather than just duplicating programs? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. We are. We have established a rental hous- 
ing working group across the entire administration that has looked 
for ways to consolidate and also to better align programs. I would 
also point to RAD, which I mentioned earlier. RAD alone has al- 
ready gotten applications that would consolidate almost entirely 
the Rent Sup program, and we are looking as well, the potential 
to consolidate RAP and the Mod Rehab program, and with the 
right language and the lifting of the cap, we should be able to do 
that in the coming years. 


RAD EXPANSION 

Mr. Latham. Well, why start another program when you have 
160 of them there already? I mean, what are you talking about 
eliminating? Is there any report from this working group? 

Secretary Donovan. Well, I would be happy to provide more spe- 
cifics about that. But, again, we don’t see RAD as a new program. 
It is using a time-tested Section 8 program and moving other pro- 
grams that, frankly, I would call them orphan programs, a small 
number, moving them into Section 8 to be able to truly consolidate 
them. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. My time has expired. 

Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary. 

The Rental Assistance Demonstration, RAD, was created in the 
2012 appropriation bill, and the program allows public housing au- 
thorities to modernize and preserve existing housing by leveraging 
outside capital. As you said, it had a cap of 60,000. 

Secretary Donovan. That is right. 

Mr. Pastor. It was extended I think last year, the 60,000 was 
extended, and it is going to expire December 31st of this year, and 
since you and the chairman were having the dialogue on RAD and 
some of the programs, and you alluded to some of the orphan pro- 
grams, et cetera, but let me ask a question first. 

This program is really, it is in its infancy, at least it took you 
time to get it going and maybe a year in existence, maybe a year 
and a half in existence. What tools or what methods of evaluation 
have you compared it to so that now you can say it is working, it 
is not working, we still need, we still have some glitches so that 
we know as you ask for further expansion where we are at today. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. So, first of all, I think the two biggest indi- 
cators of success thus far, first, that despite a cap of 60,000 units, 
we have demand as of the end of last year for three times that. 
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180,000 units have applied, and we continue to hear significant de- 
mand beyond that. So obviously if you put it this way the housing 
authorities are voting with their feet and applying and really want 
to do this. Second 

Mr. Pastor. Let me ask a question. Why do you think the PHAs 
are using this mechanism to increase the demand? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. So two things I would say. One is that they 
are able to raise capital that far exceeds what they can do within 
their traditional means in the public housing program. Those 
180,000 units could raise $6 billion of other private and public cap- 
ital to help them do the repairs with no additional cost to the tax- 
payers. So, that is an opportunity they just don’t have anywhere 
else. 

And, second, I believe it allows them to use a time-tested pro- 
gram, Section 8, that they understand, they know well because it 
is an existing time-tested program that has lower regulatory bur- 
dens and other challenges relative to public housing, the tradi- 
tional public housing program. So it has benefits administratively 
and in terms of efficiency for them. 

That is why I would go to the fundamental point, I don’t see this 
as a, you know, a demonstration in its infancy because we are 
using programs that have been around for decades. Project-based 
Section 8, project-based vouchers are time tested, and all we are 
really doing is converting them, not trying a new program or a new 
alternative. 

Mr. Pastor. In raising the capital, are these PHAs crowding out 
other low-income tax credit programs or the market itself? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. We heard some initial concern about that. 
What we have seen in practice is that only about 10 percent of the 
transactions are using the 9 percent credits which are competitive. 
Thirty percent of the projects are using what we call 4 percent tax 
credits, which are tax-exempt bonds. Those have not been oversub- 
scribed in States, and so it is not crowding out other, and the addi- 
tional 60 percent of projects are just using private financing, 
whether through FHA or other sources. So there was some concern 
initially that it would be crowding out, but in practice we haven’t 
seen that extensively. 

Mr. Pastor. So the new demand for 180,000, the expansion to 
increase that number of units, is that generally throughout the 
country or is there certain areas that are relying on this program 
or wanting this program to expand? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. We have seen some variation, but every 
State in the country has housing authorities that have applied, and 
there is great demand in all regions of the country. 

Mr. Pastor. You have PHAs that are larger than others. I mean, 
you probably have, as you well know, smaller ones and you have 
larger ones. Is the balance equal or do you find that the larger and 
more urban areas that are now using this program? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Interestingly, there was some expectation 
that the larger housing authorities would use it. It has really been 
the opposite. We have a disproportionate number of small and me- 
dium sized housing authorities that are using the program. The 
percentage of units represented by small and medium sized hous- 
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ing authorities is bigger than you would expect given their rep- 
resentation in public housing overall. 

Mr. Pastor. I will yield back. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Dent is recognized. 

Mr. Dent. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 

Good afternoon, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Donovan. Good to see you. 

Mr. Dent. Included in the fiscal year 2014 omnibus spending bill 
were a number of provisions designed to reduce the administrative 
costs for public housing authorities. However, regulations for many 
of these reforms such as the streamlined biennial inspection proto- 
cols have not yet been issued by HUD. Can you tell me what your 
timetable is for writing the regulations necessary to implement 
these cost saving measures? 

REGULATORY CHANGES 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Absolutely. One of the things that was very 
helpful in the way you all crafted the bill was you gave us the abil- 
ity to implement these through notice, so we are literally, as we 
speak, drafting that notice. It will be issued this spring and allow 
us to go forward and start to realize those savings to some degree 
in 2014, but largely in 2015. 

We will then follow that notice with a full regulatory process, but 
it was extremely helpful that you gave us the ability to implement 
these three notice so that we could get going quickly. Obviously the 
housing authorities are eager to get going on these, and they are 
looking forward to that notice. 

Mr. Dent. Thank you. And also, Mr. Secretary, I understand 
that many public housing authorities across the country have co- 
ordinated with their State associations and elected representatives 
to develop proposals that are within HDD’s regulatory authority to 
reduce administrative burdens and help them save some money. 

Several public housing authorities in my district are contem- 
plating taking a similar approach, but they are discouraged by the 
response received by their counterparts specifically in North Da- 
kota and Virginia, and what would you recommend is the most ef- 
fective method by which these public housing authorities may pro- 
pose time and money saving suggestions to the Department and 
how would the Department work to implement good ideas received 
from these public housing authorities? 

I would just also point out, I do have a correspondence I saw 
from Senators Kane and Warner to you I guess it was back in Sep- 
tember and then your response I guess was back in October back 
to them and then also a similar letter from Senator Heitkamp in 
January on the same issues. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Obviously it will depend on the specifics of 
the issue whether we have authority to implement it, but what I 
would suggest is that we set up a follow-up meeting with your of- 
fice with the housing authority to sit down and to specifically dis- 
cuss their ideas. 

We are preparing guidance that would provide greater flexibility 
through our own administrative authorities in a range of areas. We 
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have a notice that we issued last year that did that. We are looking 
at further steps, so it would be a good time to do that. 

Mr. Dent. I would very much like to take you up on your offer 
to sit down with some of 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Great. 

Mr. Dent [continuing]. My housing authorities who have I think 
some very thoughtful ideas about how they could realize some 
greater efficiencies while maximizing the number of people staying 
in the public housing units. So I would appreciate that. 

And finally, on the issue of housing counseling, what can you tell 
us this year? How are we doing in terms of oversight and in terms 
of making sure that these programs are as effective as they can 
possibly be? I know we have, that not all home counseling pro- 
grams are created equally, some are better than others, and what 
are we doing to make sure that they are all living up to better 
standards? Again, some are doing quite well. There have been some 
reports a few years ago about some of the programs that were not 
quite up to snuff. Can you fill us in? 

HOUSING COUNSELING 

Secretary DoNOVAN. We are in the process of developing a com- 
prehensive testing regime for housing counselors. This was part of 
the HERA legislation that was passed and is something that we 
are moving actively toward. 

The other thing I would mention, we are proposing an increase 
in housing counseling this year in our budget, along with an initia- 
tive in the Federal Housing Administration called HOC which will 
increase the use of counseling in order to not only help make sure 
families can stay in their homes, typically what we see is a 30 per- 
cent better chance of staying in your home if you get counseling, 
but we also expect it to save between $1,000 and $2,000 a loan for 
the taxpayer through safer loans in FHA. So we are expanding the 
use of counseling to better protect the FHA fund and expand access 
to credit. 

Mr. Dent. I will yield back then, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Dent. 

Mr. Price is recognized. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Welcome, Mr. Secretary, we are glad to have you here. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Good to be back. 

Mr. Price. Let me ask you a number of questions, I think most 
of which are straightforward and won’t require too much elabo- 
ration, but they are nonetheless important questions that have 
been raised by various stakeholders and that I am not certain I am 
clear on what the Department’s position is. 

First on these vouchers that were lost due to sequestration and 
that are being restored, there is some debate about whether, whom 
those should go to, and the waiting lists, of course, are pretty long 
and compelling, but also there is specific populations such as home- 
less persons, victims of domestic violence, people who otherwise 
might be institutionalized, people with disabilities who arguably 
have a special claim or a special need on these restored vouchers. 
What is the Department’s position on this? How much leeway are 
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you permitting and to what extent are you directing the use of 
these vouchers? 


SPECIAL PURPOSE VOUCHERS 

Secretary Donovan. Largely speaking we leave local discretion 
to communities to determine their priorities. Each housing author- 
ity has their own plan with particular special priorities they may 
place based on local needs. So, most of the additional vouchers that 
would be created are of that type, but we are proposing, as I men- 
tioned in my testimony, 40,000 special purpose vouchers, 10,000 for 
homeless veterans and 30,000 for what we call tenant protection 
vouchers, which are targeted for families that might otherwise lose 
their homes through opt-outs of other forms of housing or situa- 
tions like that. 

Mr. Price. And what will be the plan for the distribution of those 
additional vouchers? 

Secretary Donovan. For the VASH vouchers specifically, the Vet- 
erans Affairs Supported Housing vouchers, we measure very care- 
fully each year the need based on the number of homeless veterans, 
particularly chronically homeless veterans, and we match the dis- 
tribution of those to need. Tenant protection vouchers go to where 
we have these specific cases. So, in other words, if there is a build- 
ing in one community that is leaving a program and residents are 
at risk of being evicted, we would provide those from HUD directly 
to that, those residents of that facility. 

Mr. Price. That would be a matter of HUD’s determination, not 
necessarily an application process on the part of 

Secretary Donovan. Exactly. That is not competitive or anything 
like that, and then finally the bulk of these are distributed through 
formula that is set by appropriations through our regular distribu- 
tion of renewal funds for Section 8 vouchers. 

Mr. Price. Presumably if a local authority had a specially com- 
pelling case that needed to be brought to the Department’s atten- 
tion, they would be encouraged to do that? 

Secretary Donovan. You have in past years, and we would want 
to continue this, provided some emergency funding. So, for exam- 
ple, the effects of sequestration last year meant that there were 
many, many housing authorities, almost 200, that ran out of re- 
serves and needed some help in order to make sure they weren’t 
evicting tenants. The flexibility you gave us allowed us to meet 
some of those special needs in the regular voucher renewal pot. 

Mr. Price. Now, let me turn to administrative fees. In the last 
10 years do you know how many public housing authorities have 
turned in their Section 8 program vouchers because there were 
simply insufficient funds to operate them? 

We hear about that, and of course it is extremely frustrating. 
What is the status of the administrative fee study that is being 
conducted by ABT, I understand and what interim proposals is 
HUD advocating to help these programs survive? 

administrative fees 

Secretary Donovan. I am glad you asked about that because it 
is an area where I am very, very concerned. Administrative fees 
fell to an all-time low last year. Less than 70 percent of docu- 
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merited need, and although 2014 raised that to 75 percent prora- 
tion, it is still too low, and in fact we saw the effects of that. 

In 2013, for example, we saw the number of housing authorities 
that are turning back VASH vouchers. So these are housing au- 
thorities that are turning away new vouchers to help house home- 
less veterans, we saw the number of those housing authorities dou- 
ble last year. So we are very concerned about the administrative 
fees. 

On the administrative fee study, we have completed the work on 
30 out of the 60 housing authorities that are part of the study. We 
will be providing by the end of this week a summary of that re- 
search. What it shows is that very well run voucher programs, 
need about 92 percent of the formula allocation that has tradition- 
ally been the level, and again I would compare that to 2014’s level 
of 75 percent. We are proposing to increase that substantially but 
still not get up to 92 percent in our budget this year. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And I guess you may have already touched on it with the VASH 
vouchers. I am sorry, I am on Mucinex and sometimes it makes 
your tongue a little funky. It is a little head cold, and that is all 
on camera, that is great. 

The VASH Veterans Assistance Supportive Vouchers. Am I say- 
ing it right? And I know we were, you absolutely said it, that was 
one of the things I asked you about last year is they were returning 
those vouchers because there just wasn’t enough, and when you are 
talking about veterans, we are talking about needing wrap-around 
services, it is extremely difficult. 

Secretary Donovan. Absolutely. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Or should I just say it takes a lot of time 
and effort to put together the wrap-around services to make these 
work, and so the administrative fees are crucial and to go from 68 
percent to 75 percent in the Ryan-Murray budget, I mean, I know 
you are putting together the study, and I am curious as to when 
the study is going to be out. In addition, do you think the 75 per- 
cent reimbursement is enough for this year? Is that — are we still 
going to see those vouchers returned? 

Secretary Donovan. Obviously we don’t know yet. We are going 
to be making the allocation in the next few months, and we will 
wait and see. I am hopeful that with a higher level of admin fees 
this year, although it is at 75 percent, that there will be fewer that 
turn them back, but it is still, 75 percent proration is not enough 
for administrative fees, and, look, this is a program that is work- 
ing. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Yeah. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. It is not only saving lives. We have reduced 
veterans homelessness by 24 percent in the last 3 years. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Oh, wow. 
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CHRONICALLY HOMELESS VETERANS 

Secretary DoNOVAN. It is also saving money because the alter- 
native when you have a chronically homeless veteran on the 
streets, they use emergency rooms, they go to prisons, they have 
all kinds of other impacts that have human costs but also have eco- 
nomic costs to the taxpayer, and so we believe that this is an in- 
vestment that is not only good for these veterans and good for our 
country, but good for taxpayers as well. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. So do you think, is it the fall that your 
study is expected, so that we at least know what our baseline 
should be? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Again, we have initial results we will be 
providing by the end of this week that shows at least based on the 
first 30 housing authorities that it is about 92 percent is an ade- 
quate level. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Okay. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. But the full final study will be completed 
this year. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Okay, thank you, and thank you for your 
work on that. 

Secretary Donovan. Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you. 

Mr. Quigley. 

Mr. Quigley. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Welcome, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Donovan. Good to see you. 

Mr. Quigley. Upon questioning from the esteemed ranking mem- 
ber, you were talking about the RAD program. Chicago’s program 
has been approved but as you talked about, there is a cap. You 
mentioned the demand is 180,000 and the cap is 60. 

Secretary Donovan. Yes. 

Mr. Quigley. I didn’t — I was just waiting for the magic language 
of your discussions about your desire or efforts within the agency 
to expand or lift the cap. Can you comment on that? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. I would love to lift the cap. It is not some- 
thing that is within my power without legislative authority and 
something that we were hoping to get done this year in the budget. 
We can continue to make efforts with authorizers, but clearly the 
best opportunity is in the 2015 budget to lift that cap, and that is 
what the President has proposed. 

Mr. Quigley. And it is going to be part of your efforts as well 
though? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Absolutely. It is proposed in our budget. We 
have continued to tell housing authorities like Chicago, which has 
the biggest application of any housing authority in the country, but 
just missed the 60,000 units, we have told them that we will con- 
tinue to process their applications in the hope that the cap will get 
lifted, but clearly it is not something within my power to be able 
to do. We need to work with the committee to lift that cap. 

Mr. Quigley. Sure. And my agency is a little concerned about 
something else. You were talking about Moving to Work. Obviously 
the CHA is a Moving to Work agency, but in the budget request 
HUD has given the authority to reduce funding for voucher re- 
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newal costs to individual public housing authorities as a result of 
cost savings for the enactment of Section 8 authorizing provisions. 

Now, I understand the need to cut costs, but this language seems 
pretty broad, and you are making some of these agencies nervous 
that they are going to lose some of these funds, excess funds. 

MOVING TO WORK FUNDS 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Simply what we are trying to do there. Con- 
gressman, is to say where we achieve cost savings through making 
the program more efficient, streamlining, as we did last year in the 
bill, that we he able to apply those across the hoard, including 
MTW agencies. 

Traditionally those kind of cost savings have had no effect on the 
funding levels for MTWs, and it only seemed fair to us to apply 
that evenhandedly. If you have concerns that we make sure it is 
evenhandedly, we would he happy to work with you on revised lan- 
guage around that. 

Mr. Quigley. How long do you think this process has gone on be- 
fore this change, I mean the way before you are talking about this 
proposed change? I guess the point is a lot of these agencies have 
built in their ability to do their work on this funding. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. They have also, I think, to be fair, been pro- 
tected from reductions or cuts that other housing authorities have 
had to bear more broadly, and again, agencies who aren’t MTWs 
might ask is it fair that they absorb more than, you know, a pro 
rata reduction of their fees, their renewal burden because MTW 
agencies don’t, and so that is why we included the provisions to be 
able to try to implement some of these fairly. We would he happy 
to work with the committee. 

We are also, frankly, looking to expand the MTW program and 
have proposed that we do that in a way that hopefully the com- 
mittee will be able to support. 

Mr. Quigley. And in a way that protect the agencies like my 
agency in particular. But we look forward to working with you to 
make sure, as you say, those are as fair as possible, it takes as lit- 
tle burden as we can from an agency that has an extraordinary de- 
mand in the city of Chicago. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 

Mr. Latham. I thank the gentleman. 

I am going to follow up on a couple things here with the VASH 
vouchers. 

There was a bureaucratic problem between VA and HUD. Has 
that been resolved or can you give us the status of how they 
are 

Secretary Donovan. I would tell you it may not be perfect every- 
where around the country, but it is dramatically better, and what 
we are seeing is shorter amounts of time to get veterans referred 
and into housing, but perhaps most importantly we have seen the 
percentage of veterans who are chronically homeless using VASH 
go up dramatically to where it is close to 70 percent of all those 
using VASH, and why is that important? Because VASH is sort of 
our Cadillac, if you will, of approaches. 

It is the most intensive services. It really works most effectively 
when we are working with the chronically homeless who may have 
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long-term challenges with PTSD or mental illness, substance 
abuse, and too often the vouchers were being used in a way that 
wasn’t as efficient and as effective as possible, it wasn’t targeted 
in the best way, and not only are we getting the vouchers out fast- 
er, but we are also better targeting them, and what that means ul- 
timately is that we are going to get more cost savings as well as 
really help more veterans get off the street with the vouchers. 

Mr. Latham. Can you, and maybe for the record, give me the in- 
formation breaking down between urban and rural areas? Rural 
people don’t use VASH at all, I mean, it is not available appar- 
ently, it doesn’t work. 

Secretary Donovan. We have been making allocations in rural 
areas. We don’t see, obviously, the same concentration of veterans 
in certain communities, but we have been 

Mr. Latham. Right. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Making allocations at some, and we will cer- 
tainly provide that information. 

Mr. Latham. I mean, for a lot of us, services in sparsely popu- 
lated areas are not there. 

The Moving to Work that Mr. Quigley was talking about, to date 
there is no housing authority that has lost its status on the Moving 
to Work. It appears they are not all real high performers, like in 
Philadelphia where there is a lot of corruption and ended up in re- 
ceivership and still retained its designation. Is there any standard 
as to who keeps it and who loses it? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. We do have a set of standards that we will 
apply, and there are specific requirements. 

Mr. Latham. What do you have to do to lose it? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. So specifically in the Philadelphia example, 
they actually continued to perform based on their MTW agreement. 
Obviously there were huge problems, that is why we went in and 
replaced the board, that is why we took them into receivership. But 
the types of problems they were experiencing were really about a 
housing authority director who, frankly, was out of control and a 
board that wasn’t overseeing that. With the changes that we made, 
we were still confident that they were performing on all the metrics 
that an MTW requires. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. I burned up a lot of time here, but this is 
a big question. In the past few years as you are keenly aware, it 
has become nearly impossible to determine how many months of 
funding are provided by the request for the Project-Based Rental 
Assistance Account. 

One consistent theme of the administration’s proposals is they al- 
ways manage to push payment liabilities into future years in order 
to provide more room for spending in that budget year. We had 
short-term funding 2 years ago, then a hole in the funding last 
year, and now this year we have a proposal to rebase contracts to 
the calendar year. This program is one of the cornerstones of Fed- 
eral affordable housing and a platform for critical policy innova- 
tions like the RAD program. 

I would hope you would agree that the stability of Project-Based 
Rental Assistance is too important to be, you know, part of annual 
budget games. Once and for all, can you tell us how many months 
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of funding per contract are necessary to ensure a stable, well-func- 
tioning Project-Based Rental Assistance program? 

FULL FUNDING FOR PBRAS 

Secretary Donovan. So from my perspective, what we are pro- 
posing this year is trying to do exactly what you said, which is to 
get us to a point where we will no longer have the question marks 
about whether funding is provided, and I will say this. Congress- 
man, if you believe you can find an additional $1.3 billion this year 
that would bring us back to, quote unquote, “full funding” based on 
the current system, we would take it, and we would be happy. 

But recognizing the budget challenges, what we are saying is 
rather than continuing to go through what we have gone through 
these last few years where we are providing short funding, let’s ac- 
cept once and for all that we move to a system, which is how we 
do the voucher program, where we can provide funding for all the 
contracts on January 1st, there is a one-time savings from doing 
that, and then going forward provide 12 months of funding. 

Mr. Latham. There is also a huge hole the next year. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. It actually creates no hole the next year. 
The exact, 12 months of funding starting January 1st is $10.8 bil- 
lion. Whatever starting point you begin with, if you stay with the 
current starting point, it would still be $10.8 billion in 2016. So 
this is, this rebaselining creates no additional demand in 2016. All 
it does is move these contracts to a January 1st date the same way 
that vouchers does and gets you a one-time savings in this year. 
And I believe it will actually be better for the program because at 
least we are saying, okay, we have got a new baseline, we are going 
to try and provide 12 months of funding from that date, and that 
we know what it is going to be going forward as opposed to the un- 
certainty. 

As you know, there is lots of private financing that comes into 
these contracts, right? And the more uncertainty there is, the high- 
er the interest rates, the more reserves they are going to require. 
So we really do believe that given the challenges that we have, 
again, I would be happy to take an additional $1.3 billion to get 
to full funding under the current timelines, but if that is not pos- 
sible, which I think we can all agree is going to he extremely tough, 
we believe it is better to say, okay, let’s reset the annual funding 
date, and to be very clear, it does not create any additional funding 
needs in future years. It does not shift any burden. 

Twelve months of funding is 12 months of funding in 2016, no 
matter what the starting date is. 

Mr. Latham. Okay, we will continue the discussion. 

Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am going to have one more question on the RAD. In the 2015 
budget request, you asked for an additional $10 million. What will 
that do to the RAD program in this fiscal year? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. The idea there, the vast majority of these 
conversions under RAD can be done with no additional funding. 
There are, however, a very limited number where either because 
they may be in high poverty communities where it is harder to at- 
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tract private capital, they may be in rural communities where it is 
harder to get private financing, other challenges like that. 

We would attach a slight increase to the amount of money that 
could be provided through the public housing subsidy in order to 
make the renovation of those units possible. So it is a very targeted 
amount of money for a small number of the units converting to 
allow a RAD conversion and extensive renovation to be feasible. 

Mr. Pastor. The Next Generation Management System (NGMS) 
has been a centerpiece of HUD’s information technology trans- 
formation initiative efforts. The system when operational will con- 
solidate many of the individual public housing IT systems into one 
holistic system. To date, HUD has spent more than $50 million on 
this effort. Can you give us an update on the progress of NGMS, 
Mr. Secretary? 


NGMS IMPLEMENTATION 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Absolutely. Just getting the specifics here. 

So NGMS did become operational, the first module of it, which 
is the budget formulation and forecasting module, last August. In 
addition, the portfolio and risk management tool became oper- 
ational in September. We are adding functionality and making 
changes. Both of those sort of modules of NGMS will be fully oper- 
ational this year, and we are obviously continuing to add new 
functionality in other modules on an ongoing basis. But NGMS is 
operational, it is already adding value in the Department. 

Mr. Pastor. Would you say 50 percent complete, 25? What per- 
centage can you give me? 

Secretary Donovan. To be honest. Congressman 

Mr. Pastor. I like honesty. 

Secretary DoNOVAN [continuing]. I would like to get back to you 
with a more detailed analysis of that. I don’t know off the top of 
my head what percentage I would say. 

Mr. Pastor. The implementation, as you go forward, what is the 
relationship between the public and Indian housing and the chief 
of information office on the project and who has the final say on 
the scope of it? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. So what we have done, as I think most tech- 
nology projects of this scale, is to create a team that includes the 
information technology experts from the CIO office along with pro- 
gram officials who have expertise about the way the program 
should run to create a joint team that has oversight. 

Ultimately the decisions are being made by the Deputy Secretary 
and by myself if there are disagreements within that team, but 
that joint team is managing the project and overseeing its imple- 
mentation. 

Mr. Pastor. As you continue the implementation, when do you 
expect the core data infrastructure that houses the current public 
and Indian housing centers and the voucher management system 
to be implemented? Or have you done that already? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. So, in fact, that is already in place. The core 
data infrastructure is part of the PIH data warehouse. The impor- 
tant move that is still to come is that we are actually moving to- 
wards a single integrated data warehouse for all of HUD, but at 
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this point the core PIH data infrastructure is there and is already 
feeding into NGMS. 

Mr. Pastor. Could you give me a further definition of what is 
left to incorporate in the whole HUD warehouse? 

Secretary Donovan. So, for example, we have certain grantees or 
entities’ projects that receive funding from multiple HUD pro- 
grams, just to give you one example, where they may have public 
housing money but also have HOME money. There may be city en- 
tities that have their block grants but also are drawing other kinds 
of HUD funding as well. 

What a single integrated data warehouse will give us is the abil- 
ity not just for all the PIH programs to talk to each other, but to 
actually have linkages between all the data across all of HUD’s 
programs in a single warehouse. Right now we have to basically 
create those linkages separately rather than having it all reside 
with single identifiers that go across all of HUD’s programs. 

Mr. Pastor. Just take a minute, Mr. Chairman. 

So Phoenix has a housing authority, also receives CDBG monies 
and other HUD monies, so then once everything is completed, HUD 
will have the information of all HUD funding for one particular 
municipality or agency. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Or a project. Exactly, in a single integrated 
data warehouse. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, let me ask you one very specific question following 
up on the discussion of the Rental Assistance Demonstration, and 
then I want to move to Choice Neighborhoods, a key proposal in 
your budget. 

I am inspired to ask this question by the situation of one of your 
applicants, the Fayetteville Housing Authority in our district, but 
I think it is reflective of a broader situation. That is, a certain 
number of these applications, and I understand maybe 115, 
120,000 units outside the cap are at risk in this sense. 

We are talking about applications already received that already 
have, that depend on financing arrangements where it is, let’s say, 
a tax credit deal or another financing opportunity that may expire 
or terminate for those units that are outside the RAD cap. Any spe- 
cial plan for taking that into account or accommodating those situ- 
ations? That really represents a lost opportunity. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. It is a huge lost opportunity, and frankly 
while that is a specific case with tax credits, every one of these 
transactions is bringing in some form of private financing, which 
is going to have some set of deadlines or risk, and so other than 
the first come, first served way that we did set up the list, it would 
be, I would be very hard pressed to say, you know, this deadline 
takes precedence over that one. 

The right way to solve this is to be able to lift the cap and allow 
these housing authorities to move because, again, recognize what 
we are doing here is with not a single extra dime of taxpayer 
money, we are allowing the housing authorities to not only bring 
in billions of dollars of financing to create jobs, to improve the lives 
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of residents, and every one of those 120,000 units that is waiting 
has a story, it may not be identical, but similar to the one that you 
are hearing. 

Mr. Price. Well, an expiring tax credit is a pretty compelling 
story, but I am aware it is not the only sort of situation we may 
be referring to here, and I of course agree with your basic conclu- 
sion that the solution to this is not to try to distinguish too finely 
among different classes of applicants but really to get this cap lift- 
ed and get on with the program. There is clearly a huge demand 
and a huge need. 

Now let’s talk about Choice Neighborhoods. That is a program, 
as you well know, to revitalize severely distressed public housing 
and the surrounding area. It is the successor of the HOPE VI pro- 
gram which had a similar goal. Here, too, I have every reason to 
appreciate these programs. Raleigh, Durham, Fayetteville, these 
cities have benefited greatly. 

Secretary Donovan. Greatly, yes. 

Mr. Price. And in many instances have been model HOPE VI 
cities. Your $120 million, your request in this budget is $120 mil- 
lion for Choice Neighborhoods. I take it that would be maybe four 
projects in a year? 


CHOICE NEIGHBORHOODS 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Roughly, yes. A number of planning grants, 
but in terms of implementation grants, that is right. 

Mr. Price. And how does that compare to what HOPE VI was 
at its high point and the kind of progress we were able to make 
with that appropriation? 

Secretary Donovan. It is a smaller number of projects, to be 
frank. That is part of the reason we proposed 

Mr. Price. Smaller is putting it mildly. What was the high water 
mark, do you know? 

Secretary Donovan. In inflation-adjusted terms I am not sure, 
but I know that there was, I think, four to five hundred million dol- 
lars at least annually. We can — 575 was the high point historically. 
And if you did it in today’s dollars, it would be even higher. 

Mr. Price. So now we are talking 120. That is four projects if 
we are lucky, and even that represents an increase from last year’s 
abysmally low appropriation. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Congressman, I would just add, this is one 
of the reasons why we thought it was important to include in the 
Opportunity, Security and Growth Initiative an additional $280 
million because we agree with you, $120 million is not enough, and 
the President believes if we do some common sense things on re- 
forming both mandatory and discretionary funding, some tax 
changes, we could fund things like Choice Neighborhoods that real- 
ly make an enormous amount of sense in terms of creating growth 
and opportunity, creating jobs. 

Mr. Price. Yes, it does show what could be done if a kind of ideo- 
logical rigidity around here were to be relaxed and we were to have 
a more adequate budget. 

There is nothing anywhere else in the housing budget that comes 
close to Choice Neighborhoods, is there? I mean, I don’t know what 
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it would be. Nothing else that takes this kind of comprehensive ap- 
proach. 

Just finally, I want to understand the handling of public housing 
here, and this is just a short, easy question I think. Both of these 
programs, HOPE VI, Choice Neighborhoods both aim at revital- 
izing severely distressed public housing. As I understand, the re- 
quirements as to what kind of area would be cleared aren’t exactly 
the same, and I am not sure how the requirements as to what kind 
of housing replaces it, the kind of mix of housing that replaces it. 
Is that the same? Of course, public housing is in big trouble here, 
too. 

Very great area of need. Does the transition from HOPE VI to 
Choice Neighborhoods promise to alleviate that or could it possibly 
make it worse? How is public housing treated, in other words? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. So public housing continues to be the pri- 
mary kind of goal, the revitalization of public housing of Choice 
Neighborhoods. We did include the ability to take a privately 
owned multifamily property and have it be the target of a Choice 
Neighborhoods grant. 

But I would say the other thing that we have done is build into 
Choice Neighborhoods in a way that some HOPE Vis achieved but 
not all of them much more partnership from other agencies so that 
we are seeing, for example, many of the Choice Neighborhoods are 
receiving Promise Neighborhoods grants from the Department of 
Education, they are receiving Byrne Criminal Justice Investments 
from the Department of Justice, so much so that for every dollar 
we put into Choice Neighborhoods implementation, we are raising 
$8 from other public and private sources. That is what I really 
think goes to your point of nothing else quite has this catalytic im- 
pact that Choice Neighborhoods does because we are able to lever- 
age every dollar of Federal money so effectively across both public 
and private dollars. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. Going back to our previous subject about Project- 
Based Rental Assistance, I have a letter here from a whole list of 
different organizations and councils and groups that deal with this, 
and they basically are saying exactly what I am talking about: the 
fact that you are just shifting off costs, another $1.1 billion in 2016 
that you are going to have to back-feed, back fill to keep the pro- 
grams going. Do you have any proposal for offsets in 2016’s budget 
or are you going to have another gimmick? 

PBRA FUNDING 

Secretary DoNOVAN. So, Congressman, just to be clear, and we 
actually did reach out and talk to these groups and disabused them 
of their mistaken view of this. To be clear about the way this 
works 

Mr. Latham. I am sure they will be happy to hear that. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Were they happy, Laura? 

Look, I think what they will tell you 

Mr. Latham. So they are all wrong, right? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. No, no. What they will tell you and what I 
would agree with is if you can find an additional $1.3 billion, 
which 
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Mr. Latham. We have to do it next year then. You are kicking 
the can down the road here. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Think about it this way. If the average start 
date for a contract now is in July-August of the year, right? And 
what we are saying, okay, we are going to find that extra $1.3 bil- 
lion, fund every contract starting on average in July or August, 
whatever it might be. If you do that this year, right, and you say 
how much will it cost to fund those contracts from July to July the 
next year, it is $10.8 billion. 

What we are saying is given that we have not been able to do 
that for a number of years now, let’s just all agree that we are 
going to change the system, move it to January 1st. That is the 
way the Section 8 system works. We have a one-time savings, 
which is basically taking the start dates from the average of July 
to January. And then forever more we will fund them January to 
January. 

Mr. Latham. Which is a gimmick to spend on other new pro- 
grams that you can grow, and then you are going to have to back 
fill again next year. 

Secretary Donovan. You never have to back fill it because every 
January you are funding for a year, so the same cost is $10.8 bil- 
lion next year. 

Mr. Latham. You have to come up with about $1.1 billion more 
in 2016. 

Secretary Donovan. You don’t. You don’t, because 

Mr. Latham. You are magical, you really are. 

Secretary Donovan. What it is doing is shifting the funding 
dates later in 2015. So it is a one-time savings that never has to 
be made up as long as you are funding from January to January 
the following year. So it really — it is not a gimmick. We think it 
is just acknowledging the fact of the challenge you have had the 
last few years, which is we have never been able to get back to full 
funding on the contract year that currently exists. 

And again, if you can find a billion three to get us to full funding 
this year, we would love to take it, and then we will have a $10.8 
billion cost in 2016 as well, but we just think that is going to be 
hard given the challenges that you have, and we think it is better 
rather than having this uncertainty to just say let’s shift it to Jan- 
uary 1 for every contract, and all agree that going forward that will 
be the new program year, just as we do with vouchers, and that 
will have no — it will create a cost of $10.8 billion, which is the 
same 12 months of funding that you would need if your starting 
date was an average of July or whatever else it might be. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. Then can you commit to full funding in the 
2016 budget proposal? 

Secretary Donovan. I would love to be able to commit to full 
funding. We believe that it will make it easier to do full funding 
in the following year. 

Mr. Latham. So are you going to find the money then? 

Secretary Donovan. I will do everything I can to find the money. 
Look, Congressman, I used to run this program at HUD. I think 
it has been a huge problem. 

Mr. Latham. That is the problem. 
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Secretary DoNOVAN. I think it has heen a huge problem, the un- 
certainty that we have had. 

Mr. Latham. Right. 

Secretary Donovan. And we worked hard to get extra money in 
the Recovery Act to bring it back to full funding, but that has then 
eroded after these years, and, again, I really mean it, if we could 
find the billion three this year to get back to full funding on the 
current cycle that we have, that would be ideal, that would be my 
first choice. 

But I think it is better to go to this new funding year than to 
continue to have the kind of uncertainty we have had the last few 
years where it is not, it is you know, it is partial funding each year, 
it is not quite enough, and that actually creates more uncertainty 
for lenders, for others. 

If we are not going to be able to get to the full funding, we be- 
lieve that this is a second-best alternative, it is the right thing to 
do to say, okay, let’s go to January 1st and let’s reset, let’s have 
a new year just the way vouchers are done, and let’s all commit 
that we are going to try to keep it at that going forward, and it 
really doesn’t create the extra cost that — I know there has been 
confusion about this, and I understand why it gives the appearance 
that it might, but it actually doesn’t if we stick to that new year. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. Thank you for that answer. 

Secretary Donovan. More than you wanted, right? 

Mr. Latham. Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Pastor. I went to Arizona State where one plus one was 
two. Mr. Donovan is from New York, so we will have to go back 
and 

Mr. Latham. Harvard math. 

Mr. Pastor. He is a Harvard man, okay? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. We would apparently be using a Matchbox 
set and cars at the office to show people how this actually works. 

Mr. Pastor. Well, good. Well, you may have to come back and 
show me Choice Neighborhoods with cars and buildings how this 
thing is going to work. 

A lot of members saw that HOPE VI was very successful, and I 
have to tell you that in at least in Arizona we had very successful 
HOPE VI projects, not only in Phoenix but in Tucson and other 
places. So it was some, a little bit of reluctance to all of a sudden 
have those success stories not being able to be expanded to other 
housing projects in other parts of metropolitan Maricopa County or 
Pima County. 

And maybe what you can explain to me, as I look at HOPE — not 
HOPE VI, but Choice Neighborhoods, with the impact and the 
amount of dollars that you are going, millions of dollars you are 
going to put in, it kind of reminds me of an urban renewal light, 
and I lived through that experience, and I have to tell you that the 
results of that whole urban renewal light or urban renewal as an 
initiative has mixed results for all the efforts and monies that were 
used, and so probably there is still a sense of — well, I hope they 
are successful, but to see all of a sudden everything emphasized on 
four communities or five or eventually 10 or whatever the number 
may be, there is great expectation and obviously you have, this ad- 
ministration has a very short time span in its implementation. 
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If there is one thing I realize, being in Congress as long as I have 
been, when administrations change, initiatives change, and so as I 
think that is a truism that I have seen not only in housing but 
transportation and energy and water, et cetera. And so that creates 
for me a little bit of a hesitancy and a little bit of doubt in terms 
of, it is a great initiative, it is almost at the end of an administra- 
tion where I saw success with HOPE VI. That is probably what 
causes me to have a little angst about the Choice Neighborhoods 
program because I have seen the results of other programs in the 
past, and they had mixed results, and so that is my situation with 
Choice Neighborhoods. You might respond to it. 

CHOICE NEIGHBORHOODS 

Secretary DoNOVAN. So I guess I would say two things in re- 
sponse to that. One is, I think what we tried to do here is take the 
best of HOPE VI. HOPE VI was incredibly successful in lots and 
lots of places. There were places where it didn’t engage, you know, 
the police, local anchor institutions, other institutions in the com- 
munity enough or it didn’t get enough of a mixed income. 

It also just focused on public housing, and there may have been 
a dilapidated privately owned property across the street or fore- 
closed homes or other things in the surrounding neighborhood that 
limited its success. And so I think what we tried to do is take the 
best lessons from HOPE VI and make that sort of standard prac- 
tice in Choice Neighborhoods. That is one thing. The other thing 
is, we really are different from urban renewal. 

Mr. Pastor. In terms, then, where you had all the neighborhoods 
in this country had a shot at some money, you said no mas, we are 
just going to limit it to the ones we choose, basically is Choice 
Neighborhoods. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Well, HOPE VI was 

Mr. Pastor. I mean, isn’t that the reality? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. No. HOPE VI was about the same amount 
of money per grant. There was just more money. And if we had 
more money for Choice Neighborhoods, we could reach a lot more 
neighborhoods. In fact, in some ways we are reaching more neigh- 
borhoods because we are doing planning grants as well. So we have 
reached dozens of other communities with small amounts of money 
to help them get going, and I think that goes to my second point, 
which is the big difference here I think between Choice Neighbor- 
hoods and urban renewal is this is a locally driven process. 

What we are looking for in our competition is do you have strong 
groups in your community with a very clear vision of what you 
want to do, and that is why for every dollar we are putting in, 
there are eight other dollars that they are bringing to the table. 
That is what gives me hope that when the administration ends 
that these projects are going to keep going is because most of the 
money isn’t ours. Most of the money is being raised locally, it is 
being driven by local planning groups, and there is strong momen- 
tum whether or not I am here or, you know, obviously HUD will 
continue to be involved. 

Mr. Pastor. Sure. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. But this is really a locally driven effort, 
what is their vision for the neighborhood? What is the community’s 
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vision for the neighborhood? Not us coming in like urban renewal 
and saying, well, you have got to knock down everything and build 
the exact same public housing project in every single neighborhood 
in the country, and I think that is really the approach we have 
tried to take. Honestly, that follows on HOPE VI. It takes the ex- 
ample from that. 

Mr. Pastor. But I guess the, where I don’t have as much hope 
is that the reality is that most of the money that is being wrapped 
around through these planning — once the planning grants are done 
and the initiative, most of that money, as I see it, maybe I am 
wrong, but at least as I see it, grants from Justice, grants from 
Education, grants from Transportation. 

So there is still a great reliance on Federal money to make, to 
ensure that this neighborhood choice project or plan is imple- 
mented and successful. I mean, maybe you and I see it differently, 
but that is how I see it. 

Secretary Donovan. A huge share of that is private money, too. 
Just like with HOPE VI the biggest amount of money that you are 
bringing in is private money, and that is a big part of what drives 
the success, too, is you have other folks. Maybe what we could do 
is give you a little bit of a side-by-side of a typical HOPE VI 
project, typical Choice Neighborhoods and how they are the same 
and how they are different, and that might help on this point. 

Mr. Pastor. Bring your model with houses and model cars and 
maybe my math at issue will also improve. 

Mr. Latham. Do you have anything else? Okay. 

Not to beat a dead horse here, but 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Please. 

Mr. Latham. Did you try to find the $1.3 billion this year, did 
you ask 0MB to come up with it, or what happened? 

Secretary Donovan. We looked hard. You know as well as I do 
the limitations under the Murray-Ryan budget. And we simply 
could not figure out how to find an additional $1.3 billion without 
huge damage to other programs. 

So we felt in that context this was the best choice, and I really 
do believe that if we go to — this is a funding cycle that works in 
vouchers. We provide all the money on the fiscal year, well, actu- 
ally the calendar year, January 1, so we do believe that this is 
workable. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. Getting back to the Rental Assistance Dem- 
onstration you were talking about taking. They currently have an 
authorized cap of 60,000, you said there were 180,000 units waiting 
to enter the program. You want to completely eliminate the cap. I 
don’t know how we have any kind of certainty on the budget going 
forward if you have no cap or there is no containment of it. Do you 
have a suggestion on how we write appropriation bills to do that? 

Secretary Donovan. Given what you have done, you have basi- 
cally required that we take a dollar of public housing money and 
move it either into the project-based Section 8 account or into the 
voucher account if they are project-based vouchers, it has been 
about 50/50, and the way you have written it, the additional, the 
renewal of that shows up in the following year. 

So we would continue to budget in the way that we have been 
doing to put in our budget the expected cost in the following year. 
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But on a net basis the cost should be zero because you are taking 
a dollar out of the public housing account and putting it either in 
the voucher account or the project-based Section 8 account. 

Mr. Latham. So how do we add additional units to the project 
base if we are unable to support the 12 months of funding for the 
existing units that we have today? 

Secretary Donovan. Because money will be freed up out of public 
housing to create room for that. 

Mr. Latham. There won’t be any additional demand outside of 
this? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Again, any unit — the additional demand, 
even if every unit of public housing came in we would still have 
the dollars from the public housing account that you could move 
into the voucher account or to the project-based Section 8 account. 
That is what we did with the first 60,000 units, and I think it has 
been working effectively. We have been able to budget for those in 
future years. And, again, on a net basis there is no additional Fed- 
eral cost. 

Mr. Latham. And you are going to have the authorizers do this, 
right? 

Secretary Donovan. We would love to. 

Mr. Latham. She is smiling. 

Mr. Pastor. She knows better. 

Secretary Donovan. I will not guarantee for you today. 

Mr. Latham. You are supposed to be straight faced back there. 

Secretary Donovan. She is confident. 

Mr. Latham. Confident, good. 

Secretary Donovan. But not confident enough that we didn’t in- 
clude it in our 2015 budget proposal. How’s that? 

Mr. Latham. Not totally confident, okay. The gentleman wants 
to know if you would settle for 180,000? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. I think the problem is we know we have 
more housing authorities that are interested, so lifting the cap en- 
tirely, I think if we could talk about 250,000 or more, it would give 
us room to be able to continue to take additional — no, no, but seri- 
ously we have other housing authorities that are, we know are 
coming in, want to come in, and if we just did 180,000 we would 
only deal with what we had in house as of December 31st. 

Mr. Latham. This is the last question or request. If you could 
provide the committee with a 5-year, 10-year, 15-year cost projec- 
tion that assumes you receive the authority you are asking and all 
the conversions to the project base platform, I would like that. 

Secretary Donovan. Happy to do that. What we can also do is 
provide the public housing numbers which show the corresponding 
reduction. 

Mr. Latham. Can you also provide the $1.3 billion to make it up? 

Secretary Donovan. If I had it, I would. 

Mr. Latham. We have to find that. 

Secretary Donovan. Have you found it? 

Mr. Latham. No, not yet, but I am looking in my pockets. 

Do you have anything additional, Mr. Pastor? 

Mr. Pastor. Absent the RAD, you are now letting public housing 
authorities use capital, housing capital money interchangeably 
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with operating funds. How is that working out? I know you have 
had smaller PHAs do it. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Pastor. Now you would let more do it. Would this — is this 
an alternative now to the expansion of RAD? 

PHA FLEXIBILITY 

Secretary DoNOVAN. We don’t see it as an alternative. We see it 
as flexibility. As you said, housing authorities that are less than 
250 units already have this flexibility. 

And this is one of the innovations from Moving to Work that we 
think has been successful, and so we are trying to expand that to 
other housing authorities, but even if they can blend or move 
money between the operating fund and the capital fund, it doesn’t 
give them the ability to go and raise private capital in the same 
way that RAD does. So it is not a substitute in that sense. 

Mr. Pastor. That is it. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you very much, Mr. Pastor. 

And thank you for your time today, Mr. Secretary. 

I know we will have a number of questions for the record, and 
I am sure I will and other members of the subcommittee will also. 

I would ask that you and your staff work as quickly as possible 
to get those answered, cleared and returned to us within 30 days 
if possible. We are going to be on a fast track getting our bill done. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Good to hear. 

Mr. Latham. Well, hopefully. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Especially when we bring that $1.3 billion 
check. 

Mr. Latham. That is right. Slightly used twenty dollar bills are 
fine. It will really help us if we get those responses to help us write 
the fiscal year 2015 bill. 

I look forward to seeing everyone tomorrow at 10 a.m. when we 
meet with a number of the DOT intermodal administrators. 

So with that, thank you very much for your testimony and the 
hearing is adjourned. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. See you next week. 

Mr. Latham. Right. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION MODES 
WITNESSES 

MICHAEL HUERTA, ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINIS- 
TRATION 

GREG NADEAU, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL HIGHWAY AD- 
MINISTRATION 

JOSEPH SZABO, ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRA- 
TION 

THERESE McMillan, deputy administrator, federal transit 

ADMINISTRATION 

CYNTHIA QUARTERMAN, ADMINISTRATOR, PIPELINE AND HAZ- 
ARDOUS MATERIALS SAFETY ADMINISTRATION 
ANNE FERRO, ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY 
ADMINISTRATION 

PAUL JAENICHEN, SR., ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, MARITIME ADMINIS- 
TRATION 

Mr. Latham. The Subcommittee will come to order. This morning 
we will focus on the Presidents’ Fiscal Year 2015 budget request 
for seven DOT federal administrations. As you know we heard from 
Secretary Foxx on March 12th and we will be able to delve deeper 
and ask more specific questions today. Why don’t I ask each of you 
your name and your position, if you would. 

Mr. Jaenichen. My name is Chip Jaenichen. I am the acting 
Maritime Administrator. 

Mr. Huerta. My name is Michael Huerta. I am the Federal 
Aviation Administrator. 

Mr. SzABO. Joe Szabo, Administrator, Federal Railroad Adminis- 
tration. 

Mr. Nadeau. Greg Nadeau, Deputy Administrator, Federal High- 
way Administration. 

Ms. McMillan. Therese McMillan, Deputy Administrator, Fed- 
eral Transit Administration. 

Ms. Ferro. Anne Ferro, Administrator, Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration. 

Ms. Quarterman. Good morning. Cynthia Quarterman, Adminis- 
trator, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration. 

Mr. Latham. Very good, thank you. Welcome to all of you and 
we do have a lot of issues to discuss today. Not only are the surface 
programs in need of reauthorization, but the Highway Account of 
the Trust Fund is expected to go broke by August. Further, the Ad- 
ministration’s Surface Transportation Budget Proposal ships ap- 
proximately four billion dollars’ worth of existing programs, six bil- 
lion if you look at the expansions and increases, from the discre- 
tionary general fund to a mandatory, not yet in existence. Trans- 
portation Trust Fund. We also face the challenge of safe transpor- 
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tation of domestic crude oil, production of which has increased forty 
fold over the last five years. In the aviation area, we want to dis- 
cuss the FAA’s efforts to advance NextGen and ensure air traffic 
operations are efficient. And of course we want our funding deci- 
sions to result in the most efficient and safe as systems possible 
across all transportation modes. Chairman Rogers and Chair- 
woman Mikulski will abide by the Ryan-Murray Agreement for FY 
2015 which translates into relatively flat budgets for this year and 
well into the future. As we consider your requests for FY 2015, this 
committee will move forward honoring the bipartisan agreement. 
The THUD bill will conform to our portion of the one trillion, six- 
teen billion dollar allocation and to meet this goal we need to have 
an honest discussion about how we continue to provide money in 
the most efficient and effective manner. We have received your 
statements and because we have a significant amount of ground to 
cover today and limited time, I will ask that our witnesses dispense 
with reading opening statements and instead be entered in for the 
record. I will also keep my remarks to a minimum so we can ad- 
vance questions. But first, I want to recognize my colleague, rank- 
ing member of the subcommittee, Mr. Pastor, for his opening state- 
ment. 

Mr. Pastor. Well, Mr. Chairman, in the interest of time I will 
submit my opening statement for the record and am looking for- 
ward to hearing from the panel. Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. Mrs. Lowey, would you like to make a statement? 

Mrs. Lowey. A brief one, and thank you Mr. Chairman, and wel- 
come. I appreciate your giving me the opportunity to say a few 
words this morning about your very important work. Let me just 
say Administrator Szabo and Administrator Quarterman, the lower 
Hudson Valley has recently had two very close calls with DOT-111 
tank cars used to transport crude oil. In one instance, a train car- 
rying almost a hundred empty DOT-111 tank cars, which had pre- 
viously transported crude oil, struck a semi-truck, pushed it 500 
yards down the track. Thankfully, since the cars were no longer 
carrying crude, a spill was avoided. The rail line used to transport 
crude oil through my district runs along the Hudson River, which 
in addition to being a source or drinking water for the communities 
that live along it, has been recognized as an estuary of national sig- 
nificance under the Clean Water Act, an American Heritage River, 
and a National Heritage Area. As you can imagine, a spill would 
be absolutely devastating to the ecology and economy of my dis- 
trict. I applaud the Department of Transportation for taking some 
very good steps to make crude transport safer, but I remain very 
concerned about our abilities to deal with a worst case scenario. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you Mrs. Lowey. I want to start with ques- 
tions, unless anyone has an overwhelming need to have an opening 
statement here. Mr. Szabo, within your $5 billion rail budget pro- 
posal, $1.3 billion is set aside to develop high performance rail net- 
works or high speed rail. This is interesting because the California 
High Speed Rail Authority’s business plan assumes $2.5 billion of 
new appropriations every year. In all, California is relying on $24 
billion in Federal funding to complete construction of the initial op- 
erating segment over ten years. I am not sure if you are giving us 
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the signal that you have given up on the project but how does your 
budget propose to find the $2.5 billion dollars for California? 

Mr. SzABO. Well first off, Chairman, we absolutely have not 
given up on the project. We remain very strong and very committed 
to what we believe are the merits of that project. Our budget pro- 
posal sets up grants that would be competed on a competitive 
basis. There is no presupposition that the money would go to one 
project over another. The business plan for California calls for pri- 
vate investment and that is a key part of it. In addition to the ad- 
ditional multiyear funding that the Governor is now proposing 
using cap and trade dollars, so 

Mr. Latham. But you have got $1.3 billion in your budget and 
they assume that they are going to get $2.5. What happens if they 
don’t get $2.5? 

Mr. SzABO. Well again, they are looking at private investment as 
well as substantial additional new dollars coming from the Gov- 
ernor’s budget, so a stronger state contribution than first had been 
proposed. 

Mr. Latham. They received $3.5 billion for high speed rail and 
they were supposed to pay $180 million dollars in April as part of 
their matching requirement. On February 21st you notified the 
committee by email that it had accepted changes to the grant 
agreement between the department and the California High Speed 
Rail Authority. The email took great pains to advise us that this 
change was not another amendment to the agreement, but an up- 
date. This is the sixth change that showed the $250 million dollar 
contribution from cap and trade funding beginning in July of this 
year, and delayed $180 million dollar matching payment owed by 
California already. My staff asked several times in several different 
ways if anyone at the department was discussing, involved in nego- 
tiation, thinking about or interested in making changes to the 
agreement or payment structure. They were told no. Is the depart- 
ment less than candid to the committee or what is 

Mr. SzABO. No, Mr. Chairman, we were very candid. It is very, 
very clear if you read the agreement, that the agreement requires 
California to regularly update the funding contribution plan, and 
so almost on a quarterly basis you will see updates to that plan. 
It is a living document that reflects the realities of those revenues 
that would be available from California. There is a significant 
change in the proposal of revenues from California, so it is abso- 
lutely appropriate that they update their funding contribution plan 
to reflect the reality — the new revenues that were coming in. 

Mr. Latham. What new revenues are coming in? 

Mr. SzABO. The cap and trade dollars that are proposed by the 
Governor. 

Mr. Latham. Have they passed that? 

Mr. SzABO. The budget is up for a vote now and I believe that 
by June 1 

Mr. Latham. You are assuming that it is going to pass and that 
there is no 

Mr. SzABO. Well that is what they are proposing and of course 
if it doesn’t, then we would take a look at a new funding contribu- 
tion plan from them. So, the decisions are made based on the facts 
at hand at the time. 
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Mr. Latham. Who made the decision to accept the change? Was 
it you or 0MB or 

Mr. SzABO. The department. I mean, Mr. Chairman, accepting 
the funding contribution plan is a somewhat routine matter. 

Mr. Latham. Excuse me? 

Mr. SzABO. I said, it is a somewhat routine matter. Again, it is 
expected that they will regularly update that plan, so 

Mr. Latham. Where does it say that it is a living document, that 
it can be changed just with an email? 

Mr. SzABO. The grant agreement provides that it regularly be up- 
dated to reflect the facts at the time. So it is an expectation. 

Mr. Latham. So what happens if they don’t get the $2.5 billion 
this year? 

Mr. SzABO. Then they have to amend their funding contribution 
plan and we make a decision based on the facts that are presented 
to us. 

Mr. Latham. Okay, there are no facts saying that they are going 
to have the revenue. 

Mr. SzABO. Well at this point, there is no reason to believe they 
won’t see the Prop lA dollars. We believe that those issues — the 
outstanding issues there are resolvable and then there is the pro- 
posal for cap and trade dollars for this year followed up by a multi- 
year commitment and there is actually a strong possibility that 
they are going to see more revenues than had originally been pro- 
posed. 

Mr. Latham. Is the $180 million that was due in April through 
June — is that now due in July or some other time or what is the 
status? 

Mr. SzABO. I would actually have to go back and take a look at 
the funding contribution plan and see what it states. I don’t have 
it here in front of me, but again, what has been spelled out in the 
document is what our expectations are. 

[The information follows:] 



169 


HIGH SPEED RAIL 


• This Grant Agreement (No. FR-HSR-009- 10-0 1-00, as amended), between 
the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) requires that the Authority to submit a 
Funding Contribution Plan (TCP) to FRA on a quarterly basis for review and 
approval. The FCP is the contractual mechanism that implements the 
tapered match which, in general terms, allows the project’s Federal share to 
vary from year to year as long as the final contribution of Federal funds does 
not exceed the project’s maximum authorized share. 

• The tapered match does not change the requirements of the Authority to 
provide its matching contributions over the life of the project but does 
provide flexibility in project delivery and may help reduce overall costs. 

• The FCP is updated quarterly to reflect the Authority’s expenditures to date 
and also provides the Authority’s projected future expenditures. The SI82 
million is the amount of state match that the Authority projected to 
expend toward the project between April 2014 and June 2014 as part of 
the December 2012 FCP. 

• The December 2012 FCP has since been updated. On February 19, 2014, as 
required by the Grant Agreement, the Authority submitted and FRA 
approved an updated quarterly FCP. 

• The updated FCP identifies a new source for the Authority contribution in 
the form of a projected $250 million in Cap and Trade funds which will be 
committed to the project between July 2014 and June 2015, 

• Pursuant to the updated FCP, the Authority will resume its contribution in 
July of 2014 in the amount of approximately $52 million in those Cap and 
Trade funds. The FCP also shows that the Authority will resume 
committing Proposition lA bond funding in July 2015, 
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Mr. Latham. I have got six seconds left, so I will recognize Mr. 
Pastor. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning, Mr. 
Huerta, and to all the members of the panel. Mr. Huerta, I would 
like to talk about the FAA and Comptroller staffing. The FAA has 
lost hundreds of air traffic controllers during the hiring freeze that 
was imposed during sequestration. The FAA recently put out a job 
announcement and the response was overwhelming. There were 
nearly 28,000 applications filed. However, I understand that only 
a very small percentage, less than ten percent of the applicants, 
made it through the initial cut. Normally, you would expect, prob- 
ably at minimum, 30 percent of the applicants to make it through 
the first review. The question is, are you — what determination 
have you made for — on the results of the first review so far? 

Mr. Huerta. Thank you Mr. Pastor. We did make changes to the 
hiring process for traffic controllers for this round and in doing 
that, what we wanted to do was evaluate all the candidates against 
a standard set of criteria, revise the testing process and make it 
more uniform and objective across the country as a whole. You are 
correct. We did receive 28,000 applications. We have only 1700 po- 
sitions that we expect to fill out of that pool. And we received about 
ten percent through the first screen. We are confident that we will 
be able to get the 1700 out of the process as it continues through. 
It is our intention that this process would take place on an annual 
basis, whereas our past practice was to have lists that were in ex- 
istence for a very long period of time that we would draw off of 
What we found is that that was actually blocking subsequent appli- 
cants from being able to apply into the process and so what we 
wanted to get to was a more orderly process where we hire accord- 
ing to our needs in a given year and then enter into a new process 
for that so we can ensure that we are getting the best qualified 
candidates. 

Mr. Pastor. In making your evaluation more objective nation- 
wide, and you made some changes — what were those changes, and 
obviously the results were not as you had expected, in terms of the 
initial cut? 

Mr. Huerta. I wouldn’t say that they weren’t as we expected. 
What we did was we put together a series of factors that had been 
shown by the Civil Aerospace Medical Institute as being accurate 
predictors of success in air traffic. That was validated by an inde- 
pendent third party and then that combined with the air traffic ex- 
amination — the ATSAT exam that is well known which actually 
tests the actual skills for traffic control. The combinations of those 
two things is what enables us to, we believe, come up with a much 
higher success rate for those candidates that do make it through 
the process. And so we feel that the process is going to yield a very 
good pool of candidates. We are monitoring it very carefully this 
year and if we see that there are things that we need to change, 
we would obviously do that in the subsequent round. 

Mr. Pastor. Without asking specific questions in terms of what 
was on the test or what was on the test or what was on the appli- 
cation, what were some of those factors — a general sense of what 
you are considering now that you may not have considered before? 
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Mr. Huerta. A lot of it has to do with measuring an individual’s 
aptitude to deal with the sort of environment that an air traffic 
controller deals with — ^being able to make decisions quickly, deci- 
sively, being able to react to different circumstances under pres- 
sure. It is essentially to a series of factors that ^ve us a better un- 
derstanding of the individual and their suitability for the position. 
But again, I want to come back to — this is a very competitive proc- 
ess. We have only 1700 positions we are going to fill from a uni- 
verse of 28,000 applicants. And so we would expect that people that 
might be qualified wouldn’t make it all the way through the proc- 
ess and we would encourage them to reapply in subsequent rounds. 

Mr. Pastor. Since there has been a number of bills that have 
passed this subcommittee and have become law throughout the 
years, there has been a recognition that we would like to make the 
workforce more diverse. Has this new examination or new applica- 
tion process — has it shown a bias toward any particular group? 

Mr. Huerta. We won’t know until we are done at the end of the 
process and we see the pool relative to the applicant pool that came 
in. What we did want to do though was ensure there was not ad- 
verse impact that could be predicted based on any of the aspects 
of the process, and we feel confident that we have no adverse im- 
pact. But we will evaluate the pool once it has completed the proc- 
ess. 

Mr. Pastor. So then, the 1700 positions will be filled by this ini- 
tial pool that you have now? 

Mr. Huerta. Correct. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you Mr. Pastor. Okay, Mrs. Lowey. 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Administrator 
Quarterman, I would like to follow up on my brief comment before. 
I know that PHMSA is currently working on an updated rule that 
will govern the use of DOT-111 tank cars. It is my understanding 
that a new rule isn’t expected until the end of 2015. As you well 
know, the Association of American Railroads has called for the ag- 
gressive phase out of DOT-111 cars built before 2011, that do not 
meet the higher industry specification. There doesn’t seem to be an 
adequate sense of urgency to address this important safety issue, 
in fact, I wonder how you sleep at night, worrying about why this 
rule isn’t done. I can’t believe I was — I have been to the tracks; I 
have watched these cars go by. Last time I was there I saw 90 cars 
marked DOT-111 and I said boy, this is a game of Russian roulette. 
How do you know what is going to happen? So my first question 
is. Administrator Quarterman, when can we expect a new rule on 
tank cars? While the new rule is being drafted, has PHMSA consid- 
ered a moratorium on the use of DOT-111 cars that do not meet 
the higher industry lead specifications? What would be the effect 
of such a moratorium on the use of these old DOT-111 cars on the 
transport of crude and other materials, and is there anything that 
this committee can do to expedite the rule making process? 

Ms. Quarterman. Thank you Congressman Lowey. Let me start 
by saying that the department, PHMSA, FRA, all of us involved in 
the transportation of these materials share your concern and have 
been working very hard on this issue and we are concerned also 
about oil spill as well as incidents and deaths that might be associ- 
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ated with the movement of crude oil. And that is why the depart- 
ment has been working very, very hard to ensure 

Ms. Lowey. For how long? 

Ms. Quarterman. For how long have we been working? 

Ms. Lowey. Hard, on this issue — on the rule? 

Ms. Quarterman. We have been working on the rule for quite 
a while. We have been working on the broader issue for a number 
of years. I went out to the Bakken myself at the end of 2012 when 
I began to hear stories about the increase in the movement of crude 
by rail as well as issues associated with trucks. So we came back 
to the department and put together an interagency team including 
FMCSA, FRA, and FHWA to talk about some of the issues that had 
arisen and to try to figure out, if there are issues coming that we 
don’t see yet. That was helpful to us when the Lac-Megantic inci- 
dent occurred last year. We were already starting work so we were 
able to hit the ground running. The department’s approach to this 
very complicated issue is a very comprehensive one. It is a three 
prong approach. From our viewpoint on safety, the very most im- 
portant — the first thing you must do is prevent anything from hap- 
pening. And by prevention, that means preventing any derailments 
that might occur associated with the operations of the train or the 
equipment. So that is the first leg. The second leg is mitigation. 
And that means that if something occurs, we want to make sure 
that as few people as possible are affected by that and that we are 
prepared on the third leg for response. The DOT-111 is one piece 
of that comprehensive approach. It is by no means a silver bullet. 
And we recognize that and that is why the secretary pulled to- 
gether a group of executives from both the rail industry and the 
crude oil industry and brought them to the department and said, 
we can’t wait. We need to do something today as we see more and 
more incidents occur. We want you to take some immediate steps 
to ensure that we don’t have an incident like the one that occurred 
in Quebec. We are very happy that the industry, for the most part, 
stepped up to help us with that. In particular, AAR signed an 
agreement with the secretary very recently, I am sure you are 
aware of It does a number of things that are important — number 
one, more frequent inspections of the track to ensure that 
derailments don’t occur. It also does a very important thing. We 
have under the PHMSA regulations a routing rule that routes cer- 
tain very dangerous cargo on a special route. As of yesterday, that 
had not occurred for crude oil trains, because we had not seen the 
numbers of unit trains of crude moving across the country. It only 
applied to chemicals like toxic inhalation chemicals and radioactive 
materials. We have since that time, under the AAR agreement, 
changed the routing protocol for those trains going forward so that 
they will also go on those special routes. Another important factor 
in this is braking as we saw in the incident that occurred in 
Castleton. It is important to be able to control the train well and 
to slow down. So one of the things that came in the AAR agree- 
ment was distributed power — the use of distributed power or the 
use of cars at the end of the train that could help control the train 
in terms of braking. Those are extremely important aspects of the 
agreement. Another is to slow the trains down. We have an agree- 
ment that the trains will slow down to 40 miles per hour if they 
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are a unit train of crude oil and they carry one 111 tank car or 
more. With respect to the regulation that you are referring to itself, 
the DOT-111 tank car, I can tell you that Administrator Szaho and 
myself have sent a strong message to our team — they had been se- 
questered for months — responding to our request that we move for- 
ward immediately with a rule making on this issue. You may not 
know, but the rule closed for comment on December 5th of 2013. 
We got more than 150,000 comments on this rule. Within the 
course of the past few months, our team has been drafting. We 
have a draft of a rule we hope to move out very soon. I am not cer- 
tain of where the 2015 date came from. Our marching orders are 
get this done ASAP. So we are working towards that goal. But I 
just want to emphasize that the tank car itself is not the only solu- 
tion to this. We have other initiatives as well. Along with Adminis- 
trator Ferro and Szaho, we have a group of folks within PHMSA 
and across the department and including North Dakota representa- 
tives who have been going out to the Bakken area and doing a 
strike force, going to the trains to the first time, I think in — I am 
beyond my time. Is that okay? For the first time in history, we 
have been taking oil out of the trains, sending it to labs, and trying 
to determine the constituents of the crude, because we are con- 
cerned that when the Lac Megantic incident occurred, that the size 
of the explosion was something that was unexpected. And we need 
to know what the constituents of the crude are, and what can we 
do if anything to decrease the volatility of that crude when it 
moves. Thank you very much. 

Ms. Lowey. Thank you Miss. I just want to thank you Mr. Chair- 
man for your indulgence, and next time I see those 90 cars going 
by, I won’t worry ab^out it anymore, because I know you are study- 
ing it. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you Ms. Lowey. Mr. Dent. 

Mr. Dent. Thanks Mr. Chairman and good morning. Thank you 
Administrator Ferro for you and your office’s continued willingness 
to work with us on reforming the HMSP program and the OS 
issues that have been challenging for some of our constituents who 
have smaller to mid-size companies in terms of compliance. So 
thank you for all that. I had just a couple quick questions. As part 
of the 2014 Omnibus, the final report language is included related 
to the HMSP, at least as it relates to administrative fixes, quote, 
FMCSA shall report within 60 days of enactment. What improve- 
ments to HMSP program can be made within existing authorities 
to provide relief to those operators prior to instituting rule making. 
And when FMCSA anticipates implementing each of those interim 
improvements that was on page 37 of the report, the President 
signed the Omnibus into law on January of this year, which would 
make March 17th, 60 days after enactment. As we are now into 
April, Administrator Ferro, when can the committee expect this re- 
port? 

Ms. Ferro. Thank you Congressman Dent. The report in ques- 
tion will be available within the next three months. We had, just 
within the past month, completed the report required under MAP- 
21 that really analyzed the elements of the program and achieved 
a much broader stakeholder outreach than an early draft I had 
seen of the report last year. And that additional work prompted a 
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delay on the delivery of the MAP-21 report, which includes some 
very — core recommendations that precede a rule making, but also 
support a rule making, to improve the use of inspection perform- 
ance data on evaluating HMSP applicants and permit holders more 
rapidly and with a better sensitivity than the current process, that 
will improve the process. And so within the next three months, you 
should see the report required under the Omnibus that you just 
referenced. 

Mr. Dent. Okay, that one, and you mentioned the MAP-21. I 
guess last month 

Ms. Ferro. Yes. 

Mr. Dent. Your administration released its report requiring on 
MAP-21; as part of that report they made six recommendations to 
improve HMSP. Is that what you are referring to? 

Ms. Ferro. That is what I am referring to, yes. 

Mr. Dent. Okay, and so I guess that is due by October 2014, is 
that right? 

Ms. Ferro. The report itself? 

Mr. Dent. Yes. 

Ms. Ferro. The report itself, from MAP-21, was delivered last 
month. There are elements within that report that incorporate rec- 
ommendations for a rule making. 

Mr. Dent. Oh, excuse me. Not the report, but to be initiated by 
October. 

Ms. Ferro. The initiation of that work, I would like to follow up 
with timeline on each of those initiatives before I commit on a rule 
making, but it is clearly part of our agenda for the next 12 
months — is a component of developing that rule making. Pardon 
me. 

[The information follows:] 

Hazarous Materials Safety Permit 

• The Agency is currently developing a full and complete implementation plan for 
the recommendations, focusing on the process of identif 3 dng those elements that can 
be implemented without initiating a resource-intensive rulemaking during FY 2015. 

• Toward that end, the Agency is developing a comprehensive implementation 
plan for the recommendations relating to the incorporation of current performance 
data as the primary means of monitoring carriers that have an HMSP once the per- 
mit is granted, rather than the current out-of-service rate checks during the renewal 
period. 

• The full implementation plan and timeline will be submitted to Congress this 
summer. 

Mr. Dent. That is fine, just follow up with us on the timing then, 
that is fine. 

Ms. Ferro. Yes. 

Mr. Dent. And some of the recommendations that appeared and 
previously suggested ways to fix HMSP, yet there are — they are 
contingent on funding. What funding priority has FMCSA given to 
these recommended program enhancements? 

Ms. Ferro. Our 2015 budget was developed before we had com- 
pleted the analysis of the program and consequently those ele- 
ments that we can move forward with in the near term we will. A 
core component of the program revisions includes a broader rule 
that we refer to as Safety Fitness Determination and that is the 
proposal that will in fact be on the street this fall. 

Mr. Dent. Okay. 
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Ms. Ferro. In terms of incorporating an adjudication process or 
an appeals process, I think that is what industry has called for, 
that is a component that requires additional resources. 

Mr. Dent. Got you and for the report recommendations that re- 
quire rule making, what priorities would these rule makings have? 

Ms. Ferro. The Safety Fitness rule making is my top priority 
now that I have got the electronic logging proposal on the street. 

Mr. Dent. Okay, thanks. 

Ms. Ferro. Thank you. 

Mr. Dent. And then, thank you. Thanks for all your help again 
on that issue. 

Ms. Ferro. Thank you. 

Mr. Dent. Of HMSP, and Administrator Huerta, thanks too, to 
Bonita DeLeone for his help and cooperation on some very impor- 
tant regional economic development issues. Very much appreciate 
his help. I would like to raise to you one of the FAA’s most success- 
ful and cost effective industry government safety partnerships — the 
FAA Contract Tower Program. Currently 252 airports, I guess, in 
46 states, participate in the Contract Tower Program, including 
five airports in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The safety and 
cost effectiveness of the program has been validated numerous 
times in several reports by DOT’s Office of Inspector General as 
well as the FAA safety audits. Without this program, as you know, 
it enjoys widespread bipartisan support in Congress and many 
smaller communities would not enjoy the clear safety benefits these 
Towers provide. Can you just please give us your commitment 
today for FAA’s continuing support of this important air traffic 
safety program? 

Mr. Huerta. Thank you, Mr. Dent. You are quite correct. Con- 
gress last year provided $140 million in the FY2014 appropriation 
to continue the Contract Tower Program and our 2015 budget re- 
quest includes the same $140 million for the Contract Tower Pro- 
gram. I will say that should Congress support that in 2015 we are 
in a good place for 2015, however given today’s budget environment 
and the need to focus on the increasing demand that we have on 
all of our aviation services we are taking a hard look at the full 
scope of services that the FAA does provide. With ongoing tech- 
nology and with continued safety enhancements we need to ask if 
there are areas where we could do things differently and you have 
my commitment that as the FAA works through that process we 
will coordinate closely with you and this Committee and our stake- 
holders in doing so. 

Mr. Dent. Thanks. I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. You were out of time anyway, Mr. Dent. 

Mr. Dent. Then I take it back. 

Mr. Latham. We are trying to remain flexible, Mr. Quigley. 

Mr. Quigley. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Administrator McMil- 
lan, $120 million for core capacity which is a good thing consid- 
ering if you look at the language of the budget, and the $275 mil- 
lion that the President’s current budget seems to allocate for core 
capacity. Chicago Transit Authority is one of the few of the only 
that seemed to qualify at this point. But as I said before I believe 
more people ride the CTA in a month than Amtrak in a year. 
These are important funds. Could you give us your best thoughts 
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on how these are going to be implemented and how the process will 
go forward? 

Ms. McMillan. Thank you very much, Congressman. And indeed 
the Core Capacity Program we believe was a welcome addition to 
the family of projects that are funded under the Capital Investment 
Grant program focusing as you noted on our larger urban systems 
where they may not need capacity by extending their footprint but 
building within the footprint that they have. And we have heard 
from the industry of great interest and as you noted the CTA is the 
first formal applicant to the program. We have been working very 
closely with them in refining their request and have admitted them 
into 

Mr. Quigley. And as with this Committee first seems to be im- 
portant. 

Ms. McMillan. Exactly. But we have also heard from a number 
of other properties. For example BART in the San Francisco Bay 
area, the MBTA in the Boston area, the DART system in the Dal- 
las area, as well as not surprisingly the New York MTA, that they 
are also very interested in participating with this program. There- 
fore the funding requests that we made this year anticipates fur- 
ther requests this fiscal year and we will be working all of them 
in terms of specific dollar amounts. 

Mr. Quigley. Thank you. Mr. Szabo, Mr. Yoder is not on the 
Sub-Committee but he’s on the Committee and he has the same in- 
terest he asked me to discuss and that involves the — I know the 
FRA is focused on working cooperatively with freight railroads to 
enhance safety including the short line and regional railroads, talk- 
ing about cooperative partnerships here with industry that gen- 
erate real safety benefits, but we’re asking the Committee to con- 
sider finding some sort of cooperative relationship between FRA 
and smaller railroads to help them develop these safety culture and 
practices. If you could comment on that. 

Mr. Szabo. We have been in some discussions with the short line 
association about what I’ll call a short line safety institute, I guess 
is kind of the best name I can give it at the moment. And it’s a 
critical piece of our safety initiatives for crude by rail. You know, 
the Class Is have strong safety departments, they have strong re- 
sources, a high level of professionalism. It’s much more of a chal- 
lenge for these small railroads, for these mom and pops and so the 
vision has been to find a way through the Association to put to- 
gether this safety institute to where they would go out and do risk 
analysis focusing first on crude routes for the short lines, for the 
mom and pops and help them better understand the changes that 
need to be made to advance safety. You know, and it is something 
that we would be looking to potentially fund out of our research 
and development budget. 

Mr. Quigley. We appreciate your ongoing efforts toward that 
end. Mr. Huerta, we are well on our way to “Hare Modernization” 
being implemented, but the result is we are getting fewer runways 
running over fewer and fewer neighbors. It gets to the issue of 
noise in and around our airports. You sent me a letter in December 
about your agency reviewing 65 DNL which at best can be seen as 
an arbitrary antiquated figure from the 1980s when traffic was 
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lower. And I’m hoping we have some progress to report on how 
noise impacts people in your analysis. 

Mr. Huerta. Thank you, Mr. Quigley. Yes, the DNL standard 
that has been place, it has actually been in place since the 1970s, 
and as we had discussed we have done some work in analysis lead- 
ing up to us conducting the survey of whether we should reopen 
and relook at the whole question of DNL. We have secured funding 
for such an effort at this point and are now working through the 
process of structuring the results of — or structuring the framework 
of what the survey would look like. 

Mr. Quigley. Time frame? 

Mr. Huerta. We are expecting that it would be about a two year 
effort to conduct the survey, it’s a highly analytic process and 
which would take us a little beyond the end of 2015. I am seeing 
what we can do possibly to tighten that up a little bit. And then 
following the results of that we would make a determination as to 
what we would do with the DNL standard. 

Mr. Quigley. Thank you. And, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. I just 
for the record note that the original recommendations from the 
EPA at that time was 55 and it is a noise level diluted over an ex- 
traordinary period of time. Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you. Mr. Joyce. 

Mr. Joyce. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Huerta, thank you for 
coming today. As you know the cost of jet fuel is now the airline 
industry’s largest operating cost with the average cost of a gallon 
of jet fuel up by 260 percent since 2000. One of the reported bene- 
fits of NextGen is to allow airlines to operate more efficient routes 
thereby reducing fuel burn. Despite the FAA’s investment of bil- 
lions on NextGen implementation, GAO and the Department of 
Transportation IG have repeatedly highlighted significant cost 
overruns and program delays with key NextGen programs. Do we 
have any concrete data that demonstrates that airlines have real- 
ized any significant operational benefits from NextGen today, and 
if so can you please provide it to the Committee? 

Mr. Huerta. Certainly. Nationwide the biggest activity that will 
result in fuel savings is through the use of performance based navi- 
gation systems. This reduces track miles flown, it results in much 
more efficient tracks flown, tremendous savings on fuel and on 
emissions. Nationwide the FAA has implemented more than 7,000 
PEN procedures in routes as of the end of last year. And this in- 
cludes nearly 700 arrival and departure routes at commercial air- 
ports. At the same time we have also made very significant 
progress in the build-out of the ground infrastructure that enables 
us to further advance NextGen capabilities. As of February of this 
year we’ve installed 93 percent of the ADSB ground infrastructure 
which we expect to complete in the spring. Now the implementa- 
tion of NextGen procedures that are known as area navigation or 
RNAV to keep aircraft safely separated on new precision flight 
paths is showing significant progress while also delivering specific 
benefits to users. And we’re doing this in the metropolitan context, 
working in particular metropolitan areas with the all the users of 
the systems so that we can have a full understanding of what their 
respective needs are. It translates into significant fuel savings and 
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we do have metrics on our website that document those actual fuel 
savings at specific airports around the country. 

Mr. Joyce. Given your background in the private sector, sir, are 
you convinced that airlines today will receive a return on their in- 
vestment for the NextGen equipage? 

Mr. Huerta. NextGen equipage is a multilayered and multi- 
faceted enterprise. To date a lot of the work on equipage the air- 
lines have done has been in focusing on ensuring that they can 
take advantage of the advanced navigation capabilities that I just 
talked about. The burden is on the FAA to demonstrate that they 
will actually get the operational benefit. And it is for that reason 
that we have structured the NextGen portfolios to focus much more 
on delivery of capabilities as opposed to delivery of systems. A sys- 
tem isn’t worth anything if the users aren’t able to take advantage 
of it. So we have been working closely with industry to identify 
what are their highest priorities, in what order should we be de- 
ploying particular capabilities, and then working with them to en- 
sure that they’re getting the benefit they need. I think in working 
in this cooperative fashion we will be able to ensure that we match 
benefits with investments because a cost benefit case clearly needs 
to be there for them to make the investment. 

Mr. Joyce. Thank you. According to your agency flight delays 
and cancellations cost the economy over $30 billion annually which 
underscores the need to implement NextGen as quickly and as effi- 
ciently as possible. 

Mr. Huerta. Absolutely. 

Mr. Joyce. When you read the most recent GAO and DOT IG re- 
ports on the FAA’s efforts to implement NextGen, I can’t help but 
think history is repeating itself What steps have you taken to ad- 
dress the delays and the costs overruns that have been raised by 
the GAO and the Department of Transportation IG reports? 

Mr. Huerta. I think we’ve made good progress in addressing 
previous contractual difficulties. And I think probably the best ex- 
ample of that is our En Route Modernization program. When I 
joined the agency three years ago that was a program that was en- 
countering significant challenges. We have re-baselined the pro- 
gram; it is now on track, it is meeting its schedules and it’s mile- 
stones and we will complete the build-out of that program by next 
year. In fact only two of twenty En Route centers currently are not 
operating in that program which is a very different place than we 
were a couple of years ago when only two were operating on it. And 
so the vast majority of air traffic in the En Route environment is 
being done in the new system. What that illustrates is a level of 
contractual and baselining discipline that has been put in place by 
our new program management organization and those lessons are 
being carried forward to TAMR, our Terminal Modernization pro- 
gram, Data Comm, which is really a game changer program that 
really replaces the traditional voice communications with data com- 
munications that link directly to flight managements systems. We 
have to be very vigilant in ensuring that these highly complex pro- 
grams as they are implemented, that we are imposing the appro- 
priate level of program discipline in order to ensure that we can 
best manage scarce taxpayer resources. 
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Mr. Joyce. Mr. Chairman, I realize that I am out of time, can 
I follow up with one quick question? 

Mr. Latham. Very quickly. 

Mr. Joyce. Thank you. Do you agree a sensible stepping stone 
to NextGen would be to promptly adopt policies and procedures, 
specifically performance based navigation procedures, which would 
enable airlines to fully utilize the advanced avionics already on 
these planes? 

Mr. Huerta. That is what we are doing. The earlier reference I 
made to PEN is actually to really focus in the near term on how 
do we accelerate the deployment of Performance Based Navigation 
procedures. Those yield maximum fuel benefit. It really makes the 
case for continued investment and it helps build a sense of con- 
fidence that the benefits will in fact be there. So, yes, I agree with 
that. 

Mr. Joyce. I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. On the first round here there will be flexibility, the 
second round will not be. Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Huerta, I want to 
raise the question with you about a report that in our Bill last year 
we required of your agency regarding the economic feasibility of the 
deployment of flight recorders that would eject when an airplane 
crashes and would float if it crashes over water. We of course 
couldn’t anticipate how much more relevant that question appears 
today than when we posed it because of the missing Malaysian Air 
Flight 370. But suffice it to say that Congressional interest and in- 
terest in lots of other quarters has been reawakened by this epi- 
sode, interest in an automatic deployable flight recorder that in- 
cludes flight data record information, cockpit voice recorder, and 
emergency locator transmitter in one survivable, floatable box. Re- 
covering these black boxes and the data they track is no simple 
matter, as you well know. Nearly every major commercial air acci- 
dent that has occurred over water or in remote areas has resulted 
in costly and time consuming recovery; in some cases it is never re- 
covered. Congress has a longstanding interest in this technology. 
Congressman Duncan, Rogers, Pascrell, many others join me in 
supporting legislation we have introduced three times since 9/11 
that would have fitted commercial aircraft with this available tech- 
nology. It didn’t come out of the blue. I mean the technology was 
developed in the ’60s; it has been used by the military for decades. 
As you know the 9/11 Commission recommended that the Federal 
government take steps to ensure the survivability and quick 
recoverability of black boxes from commercial crashes. And so as a 
result of these recommendation that I secured funding through our 
Homeland Security Subcommittee for a TSA test, a series of tests 
on the ability of ADFRs to improve rapid access to flight data fol- 
lowing commercial aviation crashes. And then most recently as I 
referenced the Appropriations Bill passed last year we called on 
FAA to conduct a cost benefit analysis on the use of FDRs on long 
range commercial aircraft. We certainly didn’t expect to have the 
need for this underscored quite so dramatically quite so soon. 

Well, with all this in mind let me just ask you a couple of ques- 
tions. With the 24 hours news cycle it is common that following an 
accident assumptions are quickly made about the potential cause 
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of the accident. The longer the search goes on the more the specu- 
lation is fueled. We know officials analyze a lot of information fol- 
lowing an accident, but we have to wonder isn’t the timely recovery 
of black boxes one of the most important tools in helping prove or 
disprove with secure, tangible evidence whether or not this was the 
result of a terrorist attack for example or a pilot error or an air- 
craft malfunction. Now Homeland Security has expressed their in- 
tense interest in these questions. I assume you share that interest. 
Secondly, as we track this incredible Malaysia recovery effort that 
the costs of all this, the human costs, the economic costs, just are 
overwhelming. Seems obvious to me what that cost benefit analysis 
of yours is going to show. We estimate about $30,000 per aircraft 
to deploy these black boxes. That may or may not be totally accu- 
rate but the costs of these searches are overwhelming. And the 
costs that need to be built into your analysis are going to need to 
include not the only the cost to install the records obviously but 
also the search and rescue costs for non deployable recorders, the 
estimated impact to the aviation industry, to passenger travel. I 
mean this really needs to be a broad ranging study. I assume that 
that is what you have in mind. So I hope that you can this morning 
confirm that and also give us the timetable as to when this infor- 
mation will be available. 

Mr. Huerta. Thank you, Mr. Price. The FAA has been working 
with industry over a number of years on the whole question of 
ADFR systems and their possible application in commercial avia- 
tion, and we continue to work with the NTSB, industry, and the 
international regulatory authorities on the development of tech- 
nologies that would better support the location of wreckage in re- 
mote or otherwise over water accidents. This is a terrible situation 
and it is a very tragic accident and we share your concern about 
the lack of knowledge about what actually happened to the aircraft. 
In fact we have had two FAA technical experts and a regional ex- 
pert on the ground supporting our Malaysian counterparts; we will 
do it as long as we need to. 

Yesterday there were news reports that the International Air 
Transport Association had also expressed support for really study- 
ing the whole question of better tracking systems. Not a specific 
technology per se but what can be done in order to take advantage 
of what we know about technology so that we as an industry can 
have much better tracking mechanisms. It is a complicated issue 
as you point out. In addition to the costs associated with installa- 
tion there is also the cost of operation, there is significant band- 
width challenges that our technical folks are looking at in terms of 
what we can understand about how this information might be 
streamed under those particular options. And then we have to con- 
sider the full range of possibilities that are out there. It is some- 
thing that I am very concerned about. I am pleased that the inter- 
national airline industry is stepping up and saying let us work to- 
gether to figure out how we can resolve it. 

With respect to your question about a timetable, I am going to 
have to take an lOU and get back you with a specific proposal and 
a suggestion on that and I am happy to do that. 

[The information follows:] 
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AUTOMATIC FLIGHT DATA RECORDERS 

• To gather detailed information for preparing a report on the feasibility of 
mandating the installation of an ADFR system, the FAA would issue an 
Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPRM). The ANPRM would 
gather information such cost, benefit and other factors to be used to 
determine the feasibility of such a mandate. We estimate that it would take 
24-30 months to develop and publish an ANPRM, analyze the results, and 
publish a report. 

• However, considering that there is only one manufacturer of ADFR units 
currently holding FAA design and production approval, and there are no 
known approved commercial aircraft ADFR installation designs, we believe 
a significant amount of time and resources from aircraft manufacturers 
would be required to answer the questions needed to provide meaningful 
data. 

• In recent years, the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) has 
undergone an activity to do initial feasibility studies for installation of 
deployable recorders. During that study, the FAA provided technical support 
for the proposals and helped review the design and certification 
considerations. While these initial studies show that it is technically feasible 
to install a deployable system on a commercial aircraft, further analysis 
would be needed to determine the operational suitability of such a system in 
the typical commercial airline environment. 

• The FAA is ready to support an operator with installation an ADFR to 
augment the currently mandated fixed flight data or cockpit voice recorders 
(either in a combined unit or in individual fixed units). This has been the 
FAA's longstanding position and it is consistent with the National 
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) position. 

• Until then, the FAA continues to work with the TvTTSB, industry and 
international regulatory authorities in the development of technologies that 
would better support the location of wreckage in remote or overwater 
accidents. The focus of these activities are not based on a specific 
technology but rather on establishing the desired result for crash location and 
allowing the industry to be creative and develop appropriate technology to 
accomplish that task. 
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Mr. Price. Well, I hope you can do that. I don’t know why that 
would take a long time to tell us. I raised this with Secretary Foxx; 
I am raising it with you. We have enough to go on here I think to 
conduct that analysis and get it turned around quickly. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Price. Ms. Herrera Beutler. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Adminis- 
trator McMillan, I have a quick background and a question for you. 
On February 11th of this last year I sent you a letter regarding the 
Project Management Oversight Consultant for the Columbia River 
Crossing in Southwest Washington. Unfortunately I have not yet 
had a response to that letter. And although the project is now dead 
I would appreciate a response from you on a couple of related ques- 
tions because I believe it is important for this Committee to under- 
stand how oversight is performed at FTA. For years the PMOC on 
the Columbia River Crossing Gannett Fleming issued PMOC re- 
ports for the project on a monthly basis and they were diligent and 
provided tremendous detail. They were very, very helpful. In fact 
due to the complexity and lack of transparency in the planning 
process these reports were about the only source of reliable infor- 
mation on the project, they were tremendous. And it was brought 
to my attention that in the spring of 2013 FTA decided to stop ac- 
cepting PMOC reports and meetings with Gannett Fleming on the 
project. And when my staff inquired about this decision they were 
told that FTA put an end to the reports and meetings because the 
Oregon legislature was going to be voting whether or not to fund 
the bridge and FTA wanted to wait until after the vote to continue 
the reports. And since I didn’t get a response to my letter I guess 
my question is why would FTA and the only really reliable source 
of information for the six months leading up to the vote that would 
ultimately decide the fate of this project — this is a project your 
predecessor vowed to provide $850 million for and the President’s 
request this year calls for $65 million, and why on earth not allow 
the people who are being asked to vote on this that valuable infor- 
mation and the citizens who live in the region that quality informa- 
tion? 

Ms. McMillan. Congresswoman, I’ll take 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Yeah. 

Ms. McMillan. Good question, thank you. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Yeah. 

Ms. McMillan. As you noted the Federal Transit Administration 
does take very seriously putting oversight attention to the projects. 
The timing of the Columbia River Crossing project as you know 
was unusual and had a number of elements to it that we wanted 
to ensure that we were providing appropriate information at var- 
ious stages along the way. We worked very closely with our fellow 
federal agencies in looking at the various elements of it. I would 
need to get back with you on specific timing relative to the PMOC 
reports themselves, but I would say that we were very responsive 
I believe in getting appropriate information out to the public on 
this process and its varying stages at the points that it was deliv- 
ered. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. So you don’t necessarily know the ration- 
ale behind why the reports stopped? I mean they were great re- 
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ports. We got tremendous information and was really the only 
source. So I don’t understand why — what we were told was you are 
going to stop them leading up to the vote and I don’t know if it was 
because there was push from with the administration to get the 
project going and so you felt like holding the information back 
would help that. 

Ms. McMillan. No. In no way would we hold back valuable in- 
formation. I will get back to your office specifically with the timing 
schedule that you just outlined. I don’t have that answer here right 
now but will follow up with you. 

[The information follows:] 
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COLUMBIA RIVER CROSSING PMOC 

• The Washington State legislature adjourned June 29, 2013, without 
approving both a transportation budget and the funds to continue the 
Columbia River Crossing (CRC) project. Governor Inslee instructed the 
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) — then the local 
lead agency and potential Federal Transit Administration (FTA) New Starts 
grantee — to perform an orderly shutdown of the project. In the absence of a 
funding commitment from Washington State, the Oregon Department of 
Transportation, in cooperation with TriMet, began evaluating new funding 
options with the Oregon Legislature. 

• As the Project Management Oversight Contractor (PMOC) scope of work 
was to evaluate and report on the progress towards an FTA New Starts Full 
Funding Grant Agreement application, the work order was suspended in July 
2013, as there were no new activities to oversee during that period. The 
PMOC remained under contract with FTA, and by suspending and not 
cancelling the PMOC work order FTA retained the flexibility of quickly 
reestablishing reviews of the Oregon-led proposal, if pursued. In lieu of 
written reports by the PMOC, and appropriate to the status of the project, 
FTA staff and the Federal Highway Administration continued to oversee the 
project, conversing with CRC staff as needed during that period. 
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Ms. Herrera Beutler. Thank you. The timing schedule and the 
rationale behind stopping them. If there was some sort of event 
that took place because they were really heavily relied upon. Okay. 
Thank you. Do I still have time, Mr. Chairman, or am I done? 

Mr. Latham. Yes. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. All right. Administrator Ferro — am I 
saying that right? Okay. When I talk to experienced truckers, men 
and women with a lot of experience in safety on the roads they al- 
most always tell me that recent actions — I mean almost always — 
by the Agency especially new regulations I the Compliance, Safety, 
Accountability program are causing them to think about leaving 
the industry. It happens often. What is your response to these folks 
and what are we supposed to do about that? Obviously we want 
safety but at the same time I trust some of these people who have 
been in this industry for decades. Are you hearing similar com- 
plaints? 

Ms. Ferro. I deliberately am out and about quite a bit talking 
with drivers, talking with companies, talking with enforcement, all 
stakeholders and victims advocates as well to understand and learn 
from them about the impact of our rules and our programs. And 
in this case CSA is a program. It’s really three parts, a system, a 
process change and a rule. The rulemaking is not complete yet and 
I can come back to that if we have time. With regard to how CSA 
is affecting drivers and companies and the overall safety climate at 
its heart we are using performance data to identify companies that 
present the highest risk to the traveling public and to themselves. 
And that performance data is gathered through roadside inspec- 
tions that our state law enforcement partners carry out across the 
country every year to the tune of about three and a half million in- 
spections per year, about a third of which are clean inspections. 
The violation data and the clean inspection data from that work be- 
comes the body of the safety measurement system that is that first 
component of the CSA program. And in many cases for companies 
what it looks like is a report card. It is not a safety rating. It is 
data and analysis we use to prioritize the highest risk but it is the 
interest of transparency and open government and kind of fol- 
lowing on the heels of what we have always done at this agency 
we make the data public and the analysis public. And it is that re- 
port card piece that is problematic to companies that show trends 
in noncompliance or in safety risk that put them at odds perhaps 
with customers and others. For drivers we just rolled out a pro- 
gram to ensure that drivers understand the data. We do not rate 
drivers; this is not a report card on drivers. It is for companies, it 
is on companies, but drivers can see it and use it. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. I apologize, I am out of time. 

Ms. Ferro. Yeah. That is right. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Thank you. 

Ms. Ferro. Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you. Actually someone is finally concerned 
about being over time. Mr. Szabo, not to beat a dead horse which 
I think it probably is, but we really have some serious concerns 
about the funding sources of $68 billion project, the high speed rail 
in California. California Superior Court has ruled against using $9 
billion in bond funds, private funds have not been identified, cap 
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and trade funds have to be voted on by the le^slatures and there 
is opposition to that, and we cannot afford the $2.5 billion in funds 
in 2015. The California High Speed Rail Peer Review Group which 
is charged with evaluating funding plans and prepares independent 
judgment as to the feasibility and reasonableness of those plans 
says, and I quote, “Whatever is started will not be finished and 
whatever is finished may have only limited utility.” So these are 
the independent people who have looked at this and that is their 
judgment. You have delayed, tapered, amended, updated, and the 
project is still on the ropes. Your email stated that the funding 
plan was scheduled to be updated again late spring. 

Mr. SzABO. That’s correct. 

Mr. Latham. What else are you doing to do to try to save the 
project? 

Mr. SzABO. Well, first off, Mr. Chairman, the Governor remains 
absolutely committed to the project. He believes and we agree that 
it is important to both the transportation and economic future of 
the State of California. The entire picture changes with dedicated 
predictable, sustainable funding. Putting rail on parity with the 
other surface transportation modes we think that is fundamental 
to achieve a balanced transportation network and to allow people 
to move in the mode that is most efficient for a particular journey. 
As I said before the funding contribution plan will be updated at 
regular intervals. There is no reason at this point to believe that 
the defects that were alleged in the Prop lA Bonds cannot be 
cured. In fact there is an appeal going on at this moment to do that 
and there is a high level of optimism. The bottom line is we have 
no intention of prematurely killing this project. We believe the 
merits are too strong and too important to the state and we sup- 
port the Governor. 

Mr. Latham. Are you committed to making sure that California 
actually in the end holds up their end of the bargain? Actually 

Mr. SzABO. Absolutely. Oh, yeah, absolutely, Mr. Chairman. 
There is ironclad provisions in there that protect the federal tax- 
payers. 

Mr. Latham. But you keep changing it every other day. 

Mr. SzABO. We haven’t made a change in many months to the 
agreement itself And frankly that is not unusual in a project this 
large and that complex. Talk to some of the other modes here that 
have built complex projects. Seeing amendments to the agreement 
is not something that is that rare or that unusual 

Mr. Latham. They are not updates, right? 

Mr. SzABO [continuing]. As facts change. Well, I am talking 
about — you were stating the fact that we are in what, amendment 
number — was it six or seven? 

Mr. Latham. Six or whatever, yeah. 

Mr. SzABO. So we are talking about two separate things. So num- 
ber one amendments to the agreement are not unusual. What was 
done relative to the funding contribution plan was not an amend- 
ment to the agreement. In fact it is a requirement, it is an abso- 
lutely requirement of the agreement that they regularly update the 
financial contribution plan. 

Mr. Latham. You are changing the contract with an update. 

Mr. SzABO. No, it is a requirement of the contract. 
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Mr. Latham. You are — the 

Mr. SzABO. It is a requirement. We can bring you the language 
to show you it is an absolute requirement of the contract to update 
the funding contribution plan. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. We will probably continue 

Mr. SzABO. We will continue to talk. 

Mr. Latham [continuing]. To — yes. Okay. Ms. Ferro, typically it 
is the government’s responsibility to demonstrate benefits outweigh 
the cost of new regulations that are imposed on working families 
and businesses, however your department began enforcing a re- 
vised hours-of-service regulation this past summer that has cost 
some truckers millions of dollars more in lost productivity and 
lower pay than your own estimates of the expected safety benefits 
that come from that. Absent an adequate safety justification the 
administration has speculated that drivers will use additional time 
off from driving to sleep more and that this additional sleep will 
deliver health benefits to drivers who may live longer. Does the 
rule specify bed time for drivers? 

Ms. Ferro. Absolutely not, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. I didn’t think so. But then how does the depart- 
ment have any confidence in how much additional sleep drivers are 
going to get? 

Ms. Ferro. The hours-of-service rule that you reference is a rule 
that was developed in a very public fashion to update the rule that 
was in place since 2003 which had updated a rule that was about 
60-70 years old at that time. The hours-of-service rule development 
included a very rigorous regulatory evaluation as we are required. 
And as you indicated, Mr. Chairman, we are expected and man- 
dated to ensure that we have done a full analysis and dem- 
onstrated both the costs as well as the benefits of any rule we de- 
velop. And in this case the net benefits approximate $250-$300 mil- 
lion a year. That does not erase the fact that there was about a 
$500 million cost to industry predicted in the hours-of-service rule 
changes because of the core change in the rule that is intended to 
achieve a better rested driver. To give drivers the opportunity for 
more reset by reducing the maximum hours they could work from 
about 82 hours a week down to 70 hours a week. That is still a 
very long week. And all science and much of the data and analysis 
used in analyzing the effects of this rule reinforce the fact that ac- 
cumulated fatigue impacts that individual’s ability to be alert and 
safe behind the wheel as we all want them to be when they are 
operating this heavy equipment around your family, my family, 
their own passengers in the case of a bus. We are talking specifi- 
cally about the truck hours-of-service rule. That fatigue reduction 
or the — I should — let me back up, the impact of cumulative fatigue 
actually goes beyond just ensuring that the driver themselves can 
be alert and has the opportunity to get more rest, but it also does 
get back to the health of the driver. Every workplace study in re- 
cent years reinforces that prolonged long hours particularly under 
the kind of strenuous conditions drivers operate under 

Mr. Latham. You are talking about life time health. 

Ms. Ferro. Yeah, absolutely. 

Mr. Latham. Has there been — is there any precedent for doing 
this? 
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Ms. Ferro. There 

Mr. Latham. It certainly just looks like you are trying to find 
some way of 

Ms. Ferro. Oh, not at all. No. In fact the law requires us to en- 
sure that rules we introduce and propose and finalize do not have 
a deleterious effect on a driver’s health. And so health is part of 
the analysis. 

Mr. Latham. But you are taking credit for lifetime health ben- 
efit. 

Ms. Ferro. There is a component of the evaluation that incor- 
porates lifetime health. The larger safety component is lives saved. 
So again back to the purpose of the rule and the impact of the rule 
assessed an overall impact on about 15 percent of the driving popu- 
lation of commercial vehicle activity. That is companies and drivers 
that generally run the longest distances over the road, so that may 
be using that 80 hours a week and those that operate at night. 
That turns out to be about 15 percent of the entire industry of over 
500,000 companies that we regulate. And so again we did factor in 
the cost, we recognized there would be a cost; we were very clear 
about that. In this case the benefits, the overall safety and health 
benefits outweigh the cost. And the vast majority of the industry 
now has adjusted. It is true that some drivers took a financial hit. 
It could be a whole day, a whole trip. And in my view that doesn’t 
justify going beyond a 70 hour work week. It certainly does rein- 
force that the industry does has an opportunity to compensate 
qualified drivers to keep them on the job in a better, perhaps a 
healthier work environment ultimately to ensure they are safe be- 
hind the wheel of that truck. 

Mr. Latham. I think we will probably come back to the issue, 
Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Pastor. Mr. Szabo, I think we are beating a dead horse be- 
cause as we try to get this bill through the House and into the Sen- 
ate, it is going to rear its ugly head and be one of the issues that 
will come up probably later this fall. So I guess the Chairman 
wants to get as many facts on record as he can and Mr. is it Nadu? 
Is it 

Mr. Nadeau. Nadeau. 

Mr. Pastor. Nadeau? You may want to compare the changes of 
possibly the high speed rail with the Big Dig and see how they 
compare because I remember the days of the Big Dig that that was 
always an issue of some of the changes. But the question I am 
going to ask Mr. Jaenichen, during the sequestration we had a 
problem with the Maritime Security Program. And I think we re- 
solved in the CR. What’s the status of it today for in this budget? 

Mr. Jaenichen. Yes, currently the omnibus that was passed by 
the Congress fully funded the program at $186 million for the fiscal 
year 2014. The fiscal year 2015 budget also requests $186 million 
for full funding that program to maintain all 60 ships in the pro- 
gram. 

Mr. Pastor. So that is the number that is required to ensure our 
security with the Maritime in terms of moving people around 
equipment, et cetera? 
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Mr. Jaenichen. That is to support the Department of Defense for 
their sea lift requirement to be able to support equipment and sup- 
plies, yes, sir. 

Mr. Pastor. Also, I have heard that there is concerns in the 
training of your students at the Maritime Academies. That it pos- 
sibly the training ships, where they are trained, there is a concern 
about the condition and et cetera. So can you give me an assess- 
ment of what the situation is with the academies and the workforce 
you’re developing? 

Mr. Jaenichen. Yes, thank you for that question. The ships 
themselves, we provide the six to eight Maritime Academies with 
a training ship. Part of our budget includes the maintenance of 
that. Of the $17.7 million that is in the fiscal year 2015 request, 
$11.3 million goes to the actual maintenance, repair of those ves- 
sels to ensure that it meets the Coast Guard requirements for its 
certification. 

We do have some concerns because the average age of those 
ships is 35 years old, the oldest of which is at the State University 
of Maritime, New York Maritime College SUNY and that is the 
Empire State which is approaching 52 years old. We need to take 
a look at a school ship recapitalization. We’re putting together a 
plan now to do that. 

Mr. Pastor. What alternative do you have if the ship is not able 
to provide the proper training? 

Mr. Jaenichen. There are some signification challenges with 
being able to meet the licensing requirements for each of the stu- 
dents at the State Maritime Academies. Under the current rules 
for certification and training of them to be able to reach their — or 
get their Coast Guard license, they have to have 360 days at sea. 
And so, if a training ship goes out of service, we are going to have 
challenges being able to get all the students at all the State Mari- 
time Academies through the proper at sea training that is required 
to be able to be certified. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you. Mr. Szabo, I think in the Omnibus Bill 
that we passed 2014 there was monies appropriated for planning 
and other re — what’s the status of that and what — could you give 
me what the status is currently? 

Mr. Szabo. Yes. Congressman, we will be coming out very soon 
with a notice of funds available for the funds that were provided 
to us in the fiscal year 2014 budget. Planning will be eligible, 
multi-state planning, corridor planning, infrastructure improve- 
ments for high speed rail projects and as well as technology grants. 

Mr. Pastor. Will there be consideration given to planning that 
has occurred and needs further planning? Will they have any kind 
of priority or consideration? 

Mr. Szabo. Certainly, the goal is always to try and support work 
that has already begun to try and make projects, continue to move 
forward in the pipeline towards reality. We are aware of some good 
work that has been done in the Southwest, and proposals will be 
based on merits but some real good work has been done there in 
the Southwest. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you. Chairman, I will yield back. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Pastor. And Mr. Dent is recognized. 
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Mr. Dent. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Jaenichen, the MARAD 
Budget is again requesting 168, excuse me, $186 million dollars for 
the regular Maritime Security Program to support the authorized 
level of up to 60 ships. Looking at your budget on pages 92 and 
93, it appears that MARAD is vastly exceeding its capacity goals 
under this funding proposal with the extremely scarce defense re- 
sources, why should we overfund this program when we can meet 
the capacity goals with fewer hours and probably fewer ships? 

Mr. Jaenichen. I need to understand the question. The program 
that is currently authorized is the Maritime Security Program. Are 
you referring to the $186 million for that program? 

Mr. Dent. That is correct, $186 million for the Maritime Security 
Program. 

Mr. Jaenichen. Yes, that program itself is based on require- 
ments that are provided by the Department of Defense. They are 
undergoing a review right now for mission capabilities and assess- 
ment and we will anticipate seeing that. Right now, the 60 ship re- 
quirement stands with the rebalance to the Pacific and the longer 
sea lanes; they anticipate that the sea list requirement will stand. 
That program right now as it exists has carried over 90 percent of 
the supplies and equipment that have been required by the Armed 
Forces both in Afghanistan and Iraq. We will need to continue to 
evaluate the cargo specifically as the Department of Defense cargos 
come down in this fiscal year and next fiscal year to see how there 
might be an impact on that particular program. 

Mr. Dent. And then the program also faced some challenges 
under sequester and MARAD needed to examine the available 
ships and capacity in the program. Was there ever a discussion of 
giving preference to U.S. flagged and U.S. owned ships in the event 
of a downsizing of the fleet? And if not, why not? 

Mr. Jaenichen. As we took a look at the sequestration, we had 
a significant shortfall. And so, as we took a look at the program 
itself we had several vessels that were going to be at risk. So we 
went through a very conscious program that was coordinated with 
the Department of Defense to select the ship types that would po- 
tentially have to be removed. That did not necessarily consider 
whether the actual operating agreement holder was a section two 
citizen, i.e. an American citizen or a documented citizen. All of the 
ships are U.S. fiag and they are owned by U.S. companies although 
some of them are documented citizen companies. 

Mr. Dent. And the final question then I will yield back, Mr. 
Chairman. How can we better align the dollars and Fleet with ca- 
pacity goals and the needs? 

Mr. Jaenichen. Right now from our perspective, pending this ca- 
pabilities assessment that is going to be done by the U.S. Transpor- 
tation Command, we are aligned at this point until I see something 
different. They are on record. Most recently. General Fraser has 
stated that the 60 requirement still stands. 

Mr. Dent. Okay, thank you very much and I will yield back with 
the time remaining, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Noted, Mr. Dent. Mr. Joyce. 

Mr. Joyce. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Administrator Huerta, if 
you would, could you tell us what is being done to help accelerate 
the deployment of Performance Based Navigation procedures that 
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will conserve fuel and reduce costs associated with travel. Section 
213C of the F.A.A. Modernization and Reform Act directed the 
F.A.A. to categorically exclude National Environmental Policy Act, 
NEPA, requirements for procedures that would reduce aircraft, fuel 
consumption emissions and noise on an average per flight. The 
dot’s IG efforts to implement the Act did not address this categor- 
ical exclusion requirement. Can you provide a status report and ex- 
plain what role, if any, the requirement has played in expediting 
PEN procedures? 

Mr. Huerta. There were two specific provisions included in sec- 
tion 213 related to the categorical exclusion. The first we were able 
to implement. The second has presented more of a technical chal- 
lenge for us and that is the specific requirement to consider the ag- 
gregate of the three factors you talked about on a per flight basis 
which is inconsistent with how any noise modeling or any environ- 
mental modeling has been up until — in the past. 

In light of that, we put together a technical team under the aus- 
pices of the NextGen Advisory Committee to advise us on how we 
put together a methodology to work through that. That was pre- 
sented to the NextGen Advisory Committee a couple of meetings 
ago so that would have been something less than a year ago. And 
we are now considering that recommendation about how we can 
move forward and what is the best way to factor that in technically 
to how we evaluate these projects but we have done a lot of good 
work on that. 

Mr. Joyce. The F.A.A. mandated that aircraft operators equip 
for ADS-B by 2020? 

Mr. Huerta. ADS-B out by 2020, correct. 

Mr. Joyce. ADS-B was sidetracked when an F.A.A. aviation 
rulemaking committee concluded that the required multibillion dol- 
lar investment by airline and general aviation operators cannot be 
justified at the present time. What initiatives do you plan to under- 
take and to effectively lay out the business case for ADS-B in and 
other long term NextGen programs to ensure sufficient buy-in by 
all the airline operators? 

Mr. Huerta. Yes, let me take a moment and talk about what an 
ARC is. An aviation rulemaking committee is actually comprised of 
the regulated industry. And so, the process we were going through 
was actually to consult with those that would be regulated by the 
rule as well as those that are the proponents of the rule and those 
that are the proponents of the technology in order to develop a 
sense of is now the right time? And as you correctly point out, the 
ARC which does represent this consensus view is that we are not 
quite ready for primetime here. 

There are a number of factors that were cited in the ARC report. 
Paramount among them was the lack of an international standard. 
And we have been engaged with our international counterparts 
really to work through that issue and really focus on how do we — 
the point you made and that we were talking about in the earlier 
round. How do we make sure that the benefits case catches up with 
what the deployment schedule would be so that we could put for- 
ward an overall proposal where we are able to match up the bene- 
fits with the investments and we are continuing to work that with 
industry. 
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Mr. Joyce. Thank you. I have no further questions. I yield back 
at this time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Joyce and your time remaining is 
noted. Ms. Ferro, going back to the subject we were on as far as 
the new rule and using lifetime health benefits and healthier out- 
comes, how do you quantify or what measure do you use to confirm 
that there are these benefits? How do you track this? 

Ms. Ferro. Mr. Chairman, on a couple of points on the specifics 
I would love to follow up with you and we will lay out the exact 
case and the research on which it was based with regard to the 
health benefits of the rule. I want to reinforce there are crash re- 
duction and fatality reduction benefits in this rule as well to the 
tune of an estimated, conservatively estimated, 19 lives saved per 
year of those driving around not in terms or driver mortality and 
their longevity of life but in terms of individuals operating around 
and in. 

Mr. Latham. Was that enough to offset the cost of the 

Ms. Ferro. I will need to come back with the specific numbers. 
I do not have them off the top of my head today. 

[The information follows.] 
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HOURS OF SERVICE RULE 


• There is a growing scientific consensus on a relationship between average 
sleep per night and mortality rates. The further one’s average sleep falls 
below an ideal value (of between 7 and 8 hours per night) the greater the 
chance of death at any given age. The chance to get slightly more sleep per 
night can be crucial for the health of those drivers working so hard that they 
are usually sleep deprived. 

• For drivers who work extremely intense schedules, the HOS rules were 
estimated to reduce daily work time on average by 1.5 hours. FMCSA 
estimates that this will translate into a little under a half hour of extra sleep 
for these drivers. This can significantly move drivers closer to an optimal 
amount of sleep, and over many days and weeks, this additional sleep can 
reduce chronic fatigue and reduce mortality risk factors. 

• Improved sleep can improve the probability that a driver will live an 
additional year. At the time FMCSA analyzed the HOS rules, DOT guidance 
stated that Agency should use a value of $6 million per life saved (known as 
the “value of statistical life,” or VSL). If drivers are getting slightly less than 
an optimal 7-8 hours of sleep, the Agency estimated that health benefits 
would be about $70 million per year. If drivers are chronically sleep 
deprived, and get less than 6 hours of sleep per night, the Agency estimated 
that health benefits would be $630 million. Drivers will not neatly fall into 
either category, but will likely be a mix of those getting higher and lower 
amounts of sleep. 



194 


Mr. Latham. Go ahead. 

Ms. Ferro. I just want to reinforce, the rule itself for the vast 
majority of drivers, the rule had virtually no impact or very little 
impact and I will talk specifically about what that is. For a driver 
who operates 60 hours a week or less within a seven day period, 
they do not need to use the restart. The primary component of the 
rule that really impacted their rest time doesn’t even factor in be- 
cause drivers still can run in a 14-hour window and drive up to 11 
hours in that window. 

That did not change. So the other 15 percent are the ones that 
generally, as I mentioned, run the longest hours, exceed a 60-hour 
seven day week or a 70-liour eight day week. But those that stay 
within those limits do not even use the restart — ^because it is a vol- 
untary component. 

The element of the rule that impacted all drivers is the addition 
of a 30-minute break sometime within that 14-hour work window. 
And that needs to be taken sometime before the ninth hour of work 
if, in fact, they are going to be driving in the ninth hour or later. 
So that 30-minute break, it is a pretty standard work break for 
most folks. For drivers that are not accustomed to taking a full 30 
minutes, they may add 15 minutes to a break they might already 
take for a cup of coffee or a bathroom break. 

So that 30-minute break would have impacted them. And there 
is a component that took effect as soon as the rule was final which 
is almost two years ago now which allows drivers to use the cab 
of their truck to take that off duty time. That had not been allowed 
in the past. If they were waiting at a dock, they could not count 
sitting in their truck with no responsibility for the vehicle as off 
duty time. And they can now under this rule. So there are really 
kind of two pieces, sort of a give and a take, on that 30-minute 
break expectation. But the vast majority of drivers, I just wanted 
to explain why the vast majority were not affected by the rule. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. 

Ms. Ferro. Yes. 

Mr. Latham. Talking about the restart provision, we had a study 
that was mandated by Congress to look at the benefits and the 
study acknowledged that your rule changes have put more trucks 
on the road during daylight hours which is something that is of 
great concern. Most of the truckers would rather drive at night 
with less traffic, much more efficient, much safer. And, you know, 
you cause a lot more interaction between other trucks and trucks 
themselves, other trucks, non-commercial motorists. Did your study 
evaluate the safety and congestion impacts of large trucks being 
forced by the regulation in daytime hours? 

Ms. Ferro. Yes, I would like to address that. The study in ques- 
tion that was mandated under MAP-21 was a field study, the com- 
ponents of which needed to mirror the elements and the study 
structure of two lab-based studies that we used in determining the 
restart components of the rule. So the field study did not address 
or talk about the impact of traffic on the road. 

Mr. Latham. Is that not important? 

Ms. Ferro. Well, and we spoke about it in the rule itself and the 
regulatory evaluation. Because there is a component, about half of 
that 15 percent of those long over the road drivers, about half of 
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those generally run nighttime schedules. The rule does not stop 
nighttime schedules and it does not stop nighttime driving at all. 

Mr. Latham. But the restart forces a lot of them to drive. You 
are saying they cannot drive at night. 

Ms. Ferro. I am going to finish that piece. What we are saying, 
they absolutely can drive at night. If they choose to use the restart, 
they have to include two periods between 1 a.m. and 5 a.m. for dur- 
ing their off duty time. The goal there is to ensure they are getting 
two nights of rest when their circadian rhythms are at their lowest. 

It does not stop them from running a nighttime schedule the rest 
of the week. It does not stop them from resuming a nighttime 
schedule when they finish their off duty time if they, in fact, need 
to use that 34-hour restart. 

Mr. Latham. If they have to use night, two nights, when would 
they drive then? 

Ms. Ferro. Well, they have got five other days of the week. They 
have got five other days of the week when they are driving and 
running full nighttime schedules. 

Mr. Latham. Are you doing anything to look at the safety and 
costs of putting a lot more trucks on the road in the daytime? 

Ms. Ferro. We have examined that issue and there is a bit of 
a fallacy in it and the fallacy is this. Trucks, for any of us who com- 
mute to Washington or drive almost anywhere, you see a lot of 
traffic on the road at about 5 a.m., commercial traffic. Before this 
rule ever took effect last July, that is just standard scheduling and 
we will continue to see it. In this case, we are talking about half 
of that 15 percent, so about 7 percent that we are running over 
nights that may now shift their schedules. 

Their schedule could reenter them into traffic any day of the 
week, not a Monday at 5 a.m. So number one, how it is diluted 
within the bulk of the other traffic, it does not change the fact that 
folks are still running nighttime. 

Mr. Latham. But you are acknowledging the fact that you are 
putting more trucks on the road during peak time? 

Ms. Ferro. I am not. I am not. 

Mr. Latham. That is what you said. 

Ms. Ferro. No, we recognize that for drivers that seven percent 
that may be impacted by those two overnights, that they may come 
on the road at a different time after their restart. They may come 
on at 10 a.m. I mean it is a matter of, this is an industry that is 
incredibly unpredictable when it comes to demand because they are 
moving warehouses. So how the different carriers shift their sched- 
ules is really up to them. What I am reinforcing is that there is 
already a high density of traffic, commercial traffic, on our high- 
ways in those early morning hours that was in place well before 
July of last year and it continues to be in place. 

Mr. Latham. I think there is a huge safety component by putting 
more trucks on the road during those peak times. My time is ex- 
pired. Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Szabo, Amtrak has 
requested that the revenue generated on the Northeast Corridor be 
used for capital improvements on the Northeast Corridor. As you 
know, the Corridor has got — revenues help with the operating costs 
required for the long distance trains. If Amtrak follows this new 
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approach, how can we be assured that the National Network will 
not suffer as a result? 

Mr. SzABO. Well, if you take a look at our budget request, it sup- 
ports all components of our National Rail Network, and it does con- 
cur in support of Amtrak’s approach of having operating surpluses 
be reinvested into the capital on the Northeast Corridor. But our 
budget also fully supports State Corridor service and fully supports 
long distance service. It provides that rural connectivity that is so 
critical to these small towns that otherwise would be 
disenfranchised. And so, our budget proposal is comprehensive in, 
in fact, supporting all three pieces to that and is consistent with 
Amtrak’s plan to put the operating surplus back into the Corridor. 

Mr. Pastor. The Highway Trust Fund, assuming the worst case 
scenario, when do we — when will the Trust Fund no longer have 
any monies to appropriate? 

Mr. Nadeau. The estimate that we have posted in the Depart- 
ment’s website, at the insistence of the Secretary, tracks August, 
September, as the point at which a zero balance could occur and 
the implications of that are quite serious. 

Mr. Pastor. How confident are you that Federal Highway cash 
management measures will prolong the life of the Trust Fund? 

Mr. Nadeau. Well, the implications of the necessity of that action 
will require our state partners to seek reimbursements on a less- 
frequent basis. So delay of payments to states is the first casualty 
of that situation, followed by the potential, depending on the length 
of the failure to correct the shortfall in Trust Fund, potential re- 
ductions in actual levels of reimbursements. 

The implications of that, simply the prospect of that occurring 
are already being evidenced across the country. The Director of 
Highways in the State of Arkansas, for example, just reported that 
10 highway projects that were scheduled to be let have been post- 
poned. 

Thirty projects that they were planning on advertising in the re- 
mainder of the fiscal year, about 30 projects valued about $450 mil- 
lion, and another group of projects for next year about that same 
level, of value have all been, essentially, postponed or held, pending 
some certainty with respect to the cash shortfall of the situation. 

So, the implications are already being felt, and State DOTs are, 
essentially, having to make judgments as to how they are going to 
manage the situation should it occur. The Director of DOT in 
Rhode Island, just has 54 EPW that he has already suspended all 
advertising and rely on FY ’14 apportionment. So the effect in the 
way states are going to manage the situation, once we are forced 
to take that action is, they are already, essentially, taking action. 

Mr. Pastor. What discussions are you having with the Office of 
Management and Budget? Do you think the Department will re- 
quest a general Fund transfer into the Trust Fund? If not, why 
not? 

Mr. Nadeau. Well, as you know, and I you discussed at length 
with Secretary Foxx at a recent visit with you, the President has 
proposed a four-year funded, $302 billion surface transportation 
program with sufficient funding to address the shortfall in the 
Highway Trust Fund of a four-year period; and, of course, if action 
is taken on a timely basis to address the current shortfall as well. 
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So, the administration has put a proposal on the table that will 
address and, hopefully, avoid the situation we just discussed, that 
I just described, occurring. 

Mr. Pastor. Can I just finish this? 

Mr. Latham. Please. 

Mr. Pastor. I know you have read the transcript of the testi- 
mony, and probably you have — in reading the testimony you have 
come to the opinion that the response to the Secretary was that, 
the likelihood of legislation going forward to meeting the needs of 
the proposal, or implemented proposal are pretty slim, and I think 
there was great likelihood that probably it was not going to hap- 
pen. And we are asking the question, with that prospect, what 
would be the probability that the Department would ask for gen- 
eral funds? 

Mr. Nadeau. And I believe his response, and I certainly would 
concur, is that absent action, serious implications, I just described, 
will take place. Therefore, whether it is the proposal that the Presi- 
dent and the Secretary have put on the table, or some other alter- 
native solution which the Secretary expressed his openness to dis- 
cussing with Congress. It is imperative that a solution is found in 
a timely manner, to avoid the economic implications of what I just 
described. 

In one particular state, in Arkansas, for example, are not rep- 
licated across the country. It could have a fairly devastating impact 
on the economy, and certainly on recovery and job growth. So I 
think the Secretary was clear that he is open to working with Con- 
gress on a solution. The imperative is, of course, to address the 
problem. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you. 

Mr. Nadeau. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Latham. I am just curious on that point. Specifically, how 
are you going to pay for it? 

Mr. Nadeau. A proposal in the President’s budget is on the four- 
year — pay for with a Pro-Business Tax Reform Policy 

Mr. Latham. You have got talking points now, right? Specifically, 
what tax changes are you going to make, to pay for? They are pro- 
business, pro-growth; it is actually pro-growth is the 

Mr. Nadeau. Pro-growth, I am sorry. 

Mr. Latham. Is the talking point, so. 

Mr. Nadeau. As you know, Mr. Chairman, the Treasury Green 
Book, published with the publication of the President’s budget pro- 
posal, does describe, generally, elements of the Tax Reform Pro- 
posal — 

Mr. Latham. Have you got the specific proposal that you put 
forth? 

Mr. Nadeau. I think that the President has in his budget, and 
I think further 

Mr. Latham. Tied into this pro-growth Tax Reform? 

Mr. Nadeau. Addressing several elements that I know you dis- 
cussed with the Secretary, which I would be happy to review. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. 

Mr. Nadeau. But I think it is a credible approach to a long-term 
solution 
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Mr. Latham. Do you have meetings to practice these pro-growth 
things and stuff to make sure everybody is on the same page. 
Okay. Moving right along here. 

Ms. McMillan, one issue that constantly comes up at home is the 
inequitable Transit Formula Funding across the country, and 
MAP-21 made a bad situation even worse, regarding the formula 
allocation for mid-sized cities, as in Iowa, and places like that. We 
requested a transit formula analysis in the fiscal year 2014 House 
Report, and I asked the Secretary, when he was here a few weeks 
ago, for an update on when we might see the report. I am hoping 
you can give me an answer. When will we have the report that was 
requested on the allocations? 

Ms. McMillan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will get back to 
your office on the specific date. 

[The information follows:] 

Transit Formula Report 

• While FTA will report to the Subcommittee by the end of May on its analysis, 
we have heard from the transit industry that the amount of resources provided 
under the MAP-21 Bus and Bus Facilities formula is inadequate. We understand 
that the transit industry also believes that while predictable funding provided 
through a formula is good, it often does not allow for transit agencies to address 
needs when substantial investment is needed, like a large bus purchase or building 
a bus garage. 

• In response to these concerns, the President’s 2015 budget significantly grows 
the amount of resources to be distributed under the Bus and Bus Facilities grant 
program from $427.8 million to $1.9 billion. The budget also proposes that 70 per- 
cent of the finding would be distributed through a formula and that 30 percent 
would be awarded through a discretionary grant process to help address large one- 
time investments that a formula does not address well. 

I need to get a handle on that specifically and what I would like 
to say though is, what we have been hearing, similarly, from small 
and mid-sized cities, the major concern with the Bus And Bus Fa- 
cilities Formula Program, I am not sure if that is what you are 

Mr. Latham. Right. 

Ms. McMillan. Okay. I do have some answers for that. We have 
been — let me just say that 

Mr. Latham. Is it both business — I am sorry. 

Ms. McMillan. What I would say is that together with the tran- 
sit industry, we have been hearing a lot of feedback on the rami- 
fications of moving from what had been a discretionary program to 
a formula program. And the issue was that the new formula, based 
on frankly about half of the funding level that have experienced 
under SAFETEA-LU, has resulted in much smaller pieces of the 
pie available, particularly for our smaller operators, and that is a 
problem. 

What we are proposing as part of our Fiscal 2015 Budget, for the 
Bus and Bus Facilities Program, is in fact to greatly increase the 
funding level to $1.9 billion from only $450 million currently, to ad- 
dress the needs that we have hearing from our smaller operators. 
And in addition, to include back within that amount some discre- 
tionary capabilities, so that we can help smaller entities that have 
these one-time, lumpy, big cost, that a formula Program just strung 
over a period of years simply will not accommodate for them, and 
be able to match the benefits of having that type of program; with 
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the certainty of a formula Program at sufficient levels to meet the 
needs of our transit agencies across the country. 

Mr. Latham. Looking at the apportionments that are under the 
Urban, Non-Urban Programs, I am trying to understand the pur- 
pose behind the high-density program that provides hundreds of 
millions of dollars on top of the Urban Formula already, but it only 
goes for seven northeastern states. What is the purpose of the 
extra funds, if that was created only for seven states? 

Ms. McMillan. That program was established to recognize high 
growth in those particular areas. Again, I think that the combina- 
tion of the Major Formula Program at the 5307 — the 5307 Major 
Formula Program coupled with the Bus Facilities Program at a 
Formula level of the small urbanized 

Mr. Latham. How do you determine growth — ? 

Ms. McMillan. I am sorry? 

Mr. Latham. Population- wise, that is not true, the northeast is 
not growing, in comparison to other parts of the country. 

Ms. McMillan. Well, my apologies if I misstated the fact. What 
I will get back to your office, with some specifics on those compari- 
sons. 

[The information follows:] 

High Density Transit Program 

• The High Density program (Section 5340(d)) funds are apportioned based on a 
statutory formula and to qualifying urbanized areas (UZAs) and States included in 
section 5340. The finds are allocated to UZAs in States with a population density 
equal to or greater than 370 persons per square mile. Based on this threshold and 
2010 Census data, the States that qualify are Maryland, Delaware, Massachusetts, 
Connecticut, Rhode Island, New York and New Jersey (these are the same States 
that qualified under SAFETEA-LU). 

• The amount of funds provided to each of these seven States is allocated on the 
basis of the population density of the individual State relative to the population den- 
sity of all seven States. Once funds are allocated to each State, funds are then allo- 
cated to UZAs within the States on the basis of an individual UZA’s population rel- 
ative to the population of all UZAs in that State. 

Mr. Latham. If they are high density already, don’t they have 
the capacity already — without these additional funds that come off 
from the other 43 states? I don’t understand. 

Ms. McMillan. What we have seen is that in large part for our 
major areas, quite frankly, for the biggest systems the federal dol- 
lar tends to be the minority dollar. Local and state contributions 
to major federal areas actually exceed, often, what the federal dol- 
lar contributes in terms of capital and operating needs. So that is, 
you know, just one observation I would put out there in terms of 
the funding combination. 

Mr. Latham. You apparently are putting forth your reauthoriza- 
tion package. Are they the same seven states in that proposal 
which you have? Are you talking about doing this again? 

Ms. McMillan. We — our proposal, again, will be forthcoming. I 
don’t have the specifics on that piece of it yet. 

Mr. Latham. Are you doing anything to help mid-sized cities in 
your proposals? 

Ms. McMillan. Yes. There are a couple of things I think that 
are very beneficial to mid-sized areas, and small urban areas such 
as we see in states such as Iowa. As I said before, I think the im- 
provement, or the modifications that we are suggesting for the Bus 
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and Bus Facilities is a significant improvement for those areas. 
And, again, we have heen hearing directly from small and mid- 
sized communities, that that would be a huge improvement, lifting 
the amount of funding and reinstating the discretionary amount. 

We have also put forward a new program for rapidly-growing 
smaller urban areas, our Rapid Growth Area Transit program, 
which is intended to complement New and Small Starts, and be 
very location-specific on communities that are experiencing signifi- 
cant to moderate population growth as well as transit ridership 
growth. 

And the idea is for them to hopefully get ahead of congestion, 
that is potentially coming with that rapid growth, and be able to 
put Bus Rapid Transit projects on the ground fairly quickly, and 
we would assist them in that process so that they might avoid con- 
ditions that would deteriorate with the pressures that they may 
see. 

Mr. Latham. Well, I hope we can address this. It is a huge eq- 
uity issue, and it is a huge problem for the small, mid-sized bus 
transit, certainly. 

You don’t have any questions? 

Mr. Pastor. Well, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank all the Panel 
members for their 

Mr. Latham. We are not closing yet. 

Mr. Pastor. Oh. The answer is no, I don’t have any questions. 
And to assure you, I was going to close. 

Mr. Latham. I know. Okay. 

Mr. Pastor. So you can have the remainder of the time. And I 
am getting close to my hours of — what is the service — Hours-of- 
Service too, so. 

Mr. Latham. I think we both are. Just one last question, Mr. 
Huerta, always good to see you. Your budget request, once again, 
proposes two new aviation fees. One increasing the passenger facil- 
ity charge from $4.50 to $8.00 per flight, and another to charge 
$100 per flight fee on general aviation flights. These fees have been 
repeatedly rejected by Congress in the past, and I would expect the 
same will happen. 

Have you engaged, really, the user community to get input on 
these fee increases? 

Mr. Huerta. Let me talk about the two of them separately, if I 
might. First of all, with respect to the increase in the PFC that is 
coupled with a commensurate reduction in the AIP Program itself. 
And the idea is that larger airports which have the resources to 
generate their own financial resources through the passenger facil- 
ity charge, would be excluded from certain aspects of the AIP Pro- 
gram, thereby ensuring that those remaining funds could be made 
available to the mid to smaller airports. And that does enjoy a 
great deal of support in the airport community, particularly the 
larger airports who have felt constrained by the PFC cap. 

As it relates to the $100 fee, what we are trying to do here is 
address the larger question of recognition that FAA provides a wide 
variety of services and many of them at no cost. Two segments of 
the industry, and we have a significant General Fund subsidy for 
those activities. I think the President has put forward a proposal 
of a way that we could close that gap, that is the conversation we 
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have been having, and we know that there is significant challenge 
there, but I do think that the aviation industry is starting to have 
some serious conversations among themselves about the broader 
question, of how do we pay for the suite of services that the FAA 
is going to provide. And that is a conversation that we look forward 
to continuing to have with you on this Committee as well with the 
industry. 

Mr. Latham. Have you done any kind of analysis, economically, 
as to the effects, on private aviation? Have you done any analysis? 

Mr. Huerta. You know, in terms of the — there is a wide variety 
of costs that we have to look at. We have done different analyses 
up there, I would simply observe that, it costs us as much to han- 
dle a private airplane in controlled air space, as it does an A380. 
And if you look at their relative contributions to the Aviation Trust 
Fund, they are dramatically different. And that, I think that the 
larger question we need to have is, where is the service being pro- 
vided, and how do we pay for it? 

Mr. Latham. All right. Now, Mr. Pastor, if you would like to 
close. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you. Thank you. I am getting to the hours — 
I want to thank all the Panel members for their testimony, and an- 
swering the questions, and look forward to working towards a Bill. 
Hopefully, it will get done sometime in the near future, so that we 
don’t have a CR, and we are able to fund the agencies, hopefully, 
the best we can. 

So, thank you very much for your testimony. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. And I also want to thank each of you for 
your time today, and for your testimony. I know we will have a 
number of questions for the record, and I am sure other members 
of the Subcommittee will also as well. 

I would ask you to work — you and your staff — as quickly as pos- 
sible to get those questions answered, cleared, and returned to us 
within 30 days. Yes, Mr. Huerta? 

Mr. Huerta. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted, on behalf of all of our 
colleagues and Secretary Foxx, we know that both you and Mr. 
Pastor will be retiring at the end of the year, and we wanted to 
join together and thank you for your support for the Department 
over so many years. 

Mr. Pastor. Right. Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Latham. That is what was meant with our Hours-of-Service. 
Your answers, again, if we get your responses within 30 days, we 
are going to be moving a Bill quickly, we hope, and we need to 
have those responses as soon as possible. 

With that we will conclude. Our next hearing will be Secretary 
Donovan on April 10th. So with that, the Subcommittee is ad- 
journed. Thank you. 
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In July of 2013, the Department ofTransportation, working with FHWA, and the Depcirtment of 
Justice issued a ‘Joint Technical Assistance on the Title II Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA requirements) related to providing ramps when streets, roads and highways are altered 
through resurfacing. This new ‘Technical Assistance’ has the practical effect of changing 
F1IW.A operating policy which, for over nine years, has categorized thin-lay, non-structural 
paving preservation treatments as maintenance. Under this new ‘Technical Assistance', these 
maintenance treatments, such as cape seals and micro-surfacing, will now be labeled as 
‘alternations’ for purposes of the ADA. 

The state tran.sportation departments, as well as county, city & small-town governments have 
serious concerns about this change in policy, noting that it will either force them to use 
treatments which might not be ideal for the situation, or increase the cost of current maintenance 
work and decrease the overall number of projects undertaken. Coming at a time of reduced 
tran.sportation funding, this unexplained change could have serious ramifications. 

1) As you know, various entities have requested that this unexplained change in policy be 
reviewed by the DOT and the ,DOJ, and that these departments work with stakeholders to 
find ways to achieve greater handicap accessibility without the imposition of undue costs 
and delays to critical preser\-ation and routine maintenance activities on roads. Plea,se 
outline the steps you have taken to address these very- real concerns, and any llirther plans 
you have to do so. 

RESPONSE: The Department of Justice (DOJ) is the Federal agency authorized to 
promulgate and inteqjret regulations implementing Title H, Subtitle A, of the .'Vmericans with 
Disahilities Act (AD.A); thus, DOT guidance in this area must be consistent with DOJ 
interpretations of the ADA regulations. On September 12, 2006, FHW.A is.sued guidance 
which stated that constniction of non-structural overlays, a type of road resurfacing project, 
is considered "maintenance". While the FUWA guidance did not specify a paving depth for 
non-structural overlays, .some public agencies adopted a depth of 1 .5 inches as the limit for a 
non-structural overlay. In 2010, DOJ notified FUWA that our guidance was not consistent 
with DOJ’s determination that road resurfacing is an "alteration", not "maintenance", under 
the ADA. 


Staff from DOJ. FHWA, and the Office of the Secretary ofTransportation met extensively to 
develop the Joint Technical Assistance (TA). The Joint TA clarifies e,xisting statutory and 
regulatory requirements under the ADA and ensures consistency in application and 
enforcement of those requirements, including information regarding construction of non- 
structural overlays. FFIWA hosted three webinars for public entities and disability rights 
organizations to explain the Joint TA shortly after it was released. FHWA continues to 


203 


answer questions and provide technical assistance to public agencies as well as persons with 
disabilities regarding the Joint TA. 

If agencies have complied with long-standing program access regulations, most needed curb 
ramps will already be in place. 

2) As project costs increase with this new guidance, the number of projects will 
decrease. What has FHWA determined will be the long-term impact of decreased 
maintenance projects, and what type of eonsiderations have you undertaken as to ways to 
make up funds for the costs of these long-term impacts? Secondly, what types of reviews 
did FHWA undertake to assess potential short and long-term impacts of this guidance on 
the abilities of states, cities/towns and counties to maintain their roads? 

RESPONSE: Project costs should not necessarily increase. For example, resurfacing projects 
on the Interstate would not be affected since there are no pedestrian access routes. While a 
specific alteration project may incur increased costs due to curb ramp construction, this 
would only be needed if curb ramps had not already been installed under long-standing 
program access requirements. Once curb ramps are constructed as part of an alteration 
project, they can then be removed from agency transition plans, resulting in a reduction in the 
future cost of complying with the program access requirements of the ADA and Section 504 
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. Also note that curb ramps are an eligible project cost 
under many FHWA programs. 
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Department of Transportation - Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 

Fiscal Year 2015 Questions for the Record 

Chairman Tom Latham 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies 
House Committeeoa Appropriations 


Emergency Increase in Interstate Weights 


This year the shortage of propane created many economic hardships in Iowa and throughout the 
Midwest. The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration was able to provide some relief by 
an emergency proclamation and temporary waiving of Hours of Service regulations. However a 
temporary increase in weights on the Interstate Highway System requires a Presidential 
Proclamation ~ which has not been granted. Midwest governors have requested a temporary 
increase which has not been granted. 

• Would you be willing to work with the Governors and the State DOTs to allow the US 
DOT Federal Highway Administration to provide a temporary increase in weights on the 
Interstate System following an Emergency Declaration by a Governor? 

RESPONSE; Currently, the U.S, Department of Transportation (DOT) does not have legal 
authority to temporarily increase size and weight restrictions for the movement of divisible 
loads (e.g. propane) on the Interstate System. Instead, the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 
21st Century Act (MAP-21) provided that States may issue Special Permits for divisible 
loads to facilitate delivery of relief supplies. Under this authority, a State may issue a permit 
for up to 120 days to move overweight loads following a presidentially declared emergency 
or major disaster under the Robert T, Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance 
Act. A Governor can request a Presidential Declaration of Emergency or the President can 
initiate it. This authority cannot be exercised based on an Emergency Declaration by a 
Governor, More information on the Special Permit provision is available at 
hup: \\;\y\yJ]]\\a,dtU,gin,jnap2 ; guidaiicc giudccniergcMTcy .cliii. 


Hours of Service 


A variety of stakeholders have informed us that the hours-of-service rules DOT put in place this 
past summer are having a considerably negative impact on productivity and that driver pay does 
not appear to be outweighed by safety benefits. The Department speculated that drivers would 
be “healthier” with these rules. 

• Can you tell me about any plans to evaluate this effect of these new rules and measure the 
anticipated benefits? 


If there aren’t any evaluation plans, how will the Department minimize negative pay or 
productivity impacts on the drivers? 
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RESPONSE: The Agency acknowledges these concerns, which were raised during the 
listening session we held after the NPRM was published and reflected in many of the docket 
comments. The intent of the rule was to prevent carriers from allowing or requiring drivers 
to work more than 70 hours per week, week after week. We do not believe that most carriers 
engage in such practices but want to ensure that the rule does not allow it. We acknowledge 
the impact that working fewer hours can have on driver pay and encourage carriers and 
brokers to work to eliminate snags in the supply chain, particularly in the loading and 
unloading of freight, which can cause unnecessary delays and create long detention times. In 
fact, the Department included language on driver compensation in Section 5507 of its 
reauthorization proposal, the Generating Renewal, Opportunity, and Work with Accelerated 
Mobility, Efficiency, and Rebuilding of Infrastructure and Communities throughout America 
(GROW AMERICA) Act, that would require motor carrier employers to provide additional 
compensation to employee drivers paid other than an hourly wage for their time on-duty not 
driving. The Agency W'elcomes the opportunity to engage in discussions with industry to 
hear about other approaches to ensuring that drivers cannot be forced to work more than 70 
hours per week while providing flexibility to meet customers’ demands. 

With regard to evaluating the effect of the HOS rules on driver health, the Agency is 
currently in discussions with the National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health to 
identify methods by which driver health can be measured and evaluated. 
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Rapid Growth Area Transit program 

1 . One of the challenges with the Capital Investment Grant (New Starts/Small Starts) 
program is how well it meets the needs of fast-growing communities. In what ways will 
the evaluation criteria for the proposed Rapid Growth Transit program be different than 
that for New Starts? In what other ways does the agency envision these programs will be 
different? 

RESPONSE: The $500 initiion Rapid Growth Area Transit program will help 
communities get ahead of congestion and the strain that population and economic growth 
can have on an existing transportation system. These competitive grants will be awarded 
based on the following three eligibility criteria: 

1 ) Moderate to significant population growth; 

2) Moderate to significant transit ridership growth; and, 

3) The financial capacity to pay operating expenses for the existing system and an 
expanded system. 

The Rapid Growth Area Transit Program will augment the Capital Investment Grant 
program by specifically targeting bus rapid transit resources in fast-growing areas, 
implementing the program with a 50 percent match to encourage an early and sound local 
financial commitment, and encouraging an explicit multi-modal corridor investment by 
oflering that the matching funds can include up to 30% in FHWA funds for 
complementary street improvements. 

2. Does the agency anticipate that the pilot could eventually relieve some of the cuixent 
demand on New Start.s? 

RESPONSE; Ye.s. in fiscal years 201 1 and 2012, F-TA funded more New’ Starts and 
Small Starts projects than in any comparable two-year period in the program's 30-year 
history — a clear reflection of the intense demand from communities for new and 
expanded transit services. 

3. The BR 1' program is highlighted in the budget as one that builds ladders of opportunity 
by providing access to jobs and education. How will the proposed program build ladders 
of opportunity? 

RESPONSE: The Rapid Growth Area Transit program provides further support to 
building transit services that improve access and mobility opportunities, co.nnecting 
people to jobs, and by fostering economic development. 
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4. BRT systems operate in much the same way as light rail systems. However, because 
there is not a fixed right of way, BRT routes can be moved fairly easily, making it 
difficult to predict development patterns. In light of that, how does the agency assess the 
potential impact of BRT systems on economic development? How do BRT and fixed- 
guideway systems compare with respect to economic development? 

RESPONSE: The features of the BRT, along with the local land market strength and 
commitment to transit-oriented development in the community, collectively work to 
support strong economic development. In a study published in November 2013, the Ford 
Foundation and the Institute for Transportation and Development Policy found that per 
dollar of transit investment, and under similar conditions, BRT leverages more transit- 
oriented development investment than light rail transit or streetcars. Using recent 
examples, the report highlighted that Cleveland’s Healthline, a BRT project funded 
through the New Starts program and completed on Cleveland’s Euclid Avenue in 2008, 
generated $5.8 billion in development — $114 for each transit dollar invested. Further, 
Portland’s Blue Line, a light rail project completed in 1986, generated $3,74 per dollar 
invested. 

Transit-Oriented Development Pilot Project 

5. Please provide additional details about the proposed Transit-Oriented Development pilot 
and its likely beneficiaries. Does the agency anticipate that it will primarily support 
existing or previous New Starts grantees? 

RESPONSE: Per the requirements of MAP-21, the Pilot Program for TOD Planning 
supports comprehensive planning associated with new fixed guideway and core capacity 
improvement projects as defined under FTA’s Capital Investment Grant program. The 
TOD Pilot Program will fund comprehensive planning that supports economic 
development, ridership, multimodal connectivity and accessibility, increased transit 
access for pedestrian and bicycle traffic, and mixed-use development near transit stations. 
It will also encourage identification of infrastructure needs and engagement with the 
private sector. Comprehensive planning activities funded by the TOD Pilot program 
must be associated with a project that is currently or soon will be in the FTA Capital 
Investment Grant program, 

6. How will the agency ensure that the pilot encourages more holistic planning? Will there 
be requirements on public participation and transparency? What performance measures 
will the agency use to gauge the pilot’s success? 

RESPONSE: DOT expects to publish a notice of funding availability in the Federal 
Register in the later this year that will set forth requirements. We expect to encourage 
applicants to demonstrate strong partnerships between the transit agency supporting the 
transit project, the local governmental entities involved in land use planning and 
development, the private sector, and other partners as appropriate. Since the law requires 
applicants to provide performance criteria for the development and implementation of the 
comprehensive plan, FTA anticipates u.sing these measures in evaluating projects. 
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I . Question: Administrator Ferro, 1 have a question about the CSA program. At the request 
of this panel GAO recently released an evaluation of CSA that found a significant lack of 
uniformity between states in what data is reported and what violations they focus on as 
part of their enforcement efforts. This is similar to results of a DOT IG audit and mirrors 
concerns raised years ago by the IG’s office about CSA’s predecessor. Much of this state 
level enforcement work is funded by the federal highway tnist fund through grants from 
your agency. Why isn’t FMCSA holding these states more accountable in how they use 
funds out of these grant programs? Why is this a continuing issue? 


RESPONSE: In order to have the greatest impact on safety, States develop enforcement 
strategies to address the safety problems most prevalent in those States. The process of 
identifying State-specific safety problems and strategies is also required as a condition of 
the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP) grants. Both FMCSA and the 
United States Code require that Slates conduct performance-based activities (see 49 U.S. 
C. 3 11 02(b)(1)(A)). 

Because the safety problems in each State may be somewhat different, the strategies the 
States use for addressing those safety problems will also be different. For example, 
based on the problems specific to the State, some States place strong emphasis on 
enforcing speed laws, while others may place greater emphasis on ensuring the integrity 
of vehicle components. However, all States are required by FMCSA grant agreements to 
follow the North American Standard Inspection Procedures. These procedures outline a 
uniform, consistent process for conducting inspections. In addition, to be qualified to 
conduct these inspections and have them uploaded into FMCSA’s data systems, officers 
must receive training from FMCSA’s National Training Center. 

Because inspections are conducted using a consistent process and each State develops 
■strategies that address State's specific safety problems as part of the MCSAP program 
administered and monitored by FMCSA. the Agency believes the current differences in 
enforcement emphasis from State to State are appropriate. 


2. Question: Administrator Ferro, on May 21st the requirements of the Certified Medical 
Examiner program will go into effect. There are currently around 10,000 certified 
examiners, around only a quarter of the number FMCSA feels will be necessary to meet 
the needs of the industry. Your staff have stated that you are confident there wilt be 
enough examiners to meet the needs of drivers after May 21, but what if there aren’t 
enough? What if drivers who have done all the right things to get an exam are faced with 
a downgraded CD!.,, meaning they are unable to do their jobs, due to an inability to find a 
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doctor who can conduct the exam? I note that there are only 6 certified examiners within 
a 50 mile radius of Ashtabula in my district, with thousands of truck drivers living in the 
area. 

RESPONSE: The FMCSA has worked with healthcare organizations and associations to 
ensure there will be an adequate number of certified medical examiners to implement the 
National Registry Program on May 21, 2014. As of May 30, there were 26,594 Medical 
Examiners listed on the National Registry. And, 1,968 healthcare professionals have 
passed the exam and are undergoing a final administrative review by FMCSA before 
being added to the National Registry. 

The Agency emphasizes that interstate drivers are not required to obtain a new medical 
certificate from an examiner on the National Registry until their current medical card 
expires. For example, a driver who obtained a two-year medical card in January 2014 
would not need a new medical card from an examiner on the National Registry until 
January 2016. Because the entire population of active interstate drivers is not required to 
obtain a new medical card by May 21, 2014, the Agency believes the program will be 
implemented effectively with fewer than 40,000 examiners - the Agency’s estimate in 
the rulemaking for how many examiners would be needed to perform examinations of the 
entire population of active interstate drivers by the deadline, based on the assumption that 
each examiner can perform an average of approximately 7 exams per month. 

The Agency emphasizes that drivers may obtain their medical certificates from any 
examiner on the National Registry and they are not limited to examiners in their State of 
domicile. The Agency provides a website to enable drivers and carriers to select an 
examiner anywhere in the Nation, based on the driver’s work schedule and availability as 
this mobile workforce conducts business - an important level of flexibility for regional 
and long-haul trucking operations. 

The Agency will continue to monitor the number of examiners on a daily basis and have 
in place contingency plans to ensure that drivers’ careers are not disrupted due to a lack 
of available medical examiners. 
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The DOT Inspector General (IG) has identified the impleraentation of NextGen as a top management 
challenge for the FAA. 


• Has FAA developed an integrated master schedule for iVextGen programs as recommended 
by the DOT IG? If so, please provide the current version for the record. 

RESPONSE: The FAA has developed and implemented an Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) 
using Oracle Primavera P6 Profes-sional Project Management software. Its capabilities were 
demon-slrated to the DOT IG on November 6, 2013 and again on April 4, 2014. Presently, the 
IMS indudes integrated .schedules for activities that support delivery of funded NextGen 
operational capabilities through 2015 (Segment Alpha). Additionally, the IMS captures pre- 
implementation activities. These activities are designed to mature operational capabilities 
planned for implementation beyond 2015. Work is currently underway to populate schedules for 
activities to impieraent capabilities beyond 2015. 

The IMS has no version a.s it is simply referred to as tlie NextGen IMS. This is a set of schedules 
linked to capture and track the progress of key NextGen activities and milestones across multiple 
programs and activities. The IMS is updated monthly for near-term milestones and quarterly for 
milestones more than a year away. 


The FAA i.s further defining additional implementation activities and their related .schedules 
through 2020, which will be required before it can use this tool to track program 
interdependencies and identify potential risks. 

® Activity 1 of FAA’s FacUitte and Equipment (E&E) account includes most of the 

developmental programs of NextGen. This portion of F&E’s budget has been reduced by 
half from the FY 2014 enacted level. Please detail the status of programs that were funded 
in FY 2014 and not funded in FY 2015. For programs terminated or reduced in the FY 
2915 budget, explain the rationale for termination or reduction. 

RESPONSE: Due to current budget constraints, F.AA is focusing F Y 20 1 5 resources on 
impiementatioii activities that align with the NextGen .Advisory-' Committee (N AC) recommendation 
to deliver as msiny readily available benefits as possible in the near-term. The FA.A’s investment in 
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pre-implementation activities in 20 1 5 is also consistent with the NAC’s recommendations for 

prioritizing NextGen. 

The following outlines the impacts of the FY 2015 funding levels by Portfolio. 

Separation Management Portfolio 

• In FY 2014, four projects are funded in this portfolio. In FY 2015, two projects will not be 
funded, with a third project being significantly reduced, 

• The two projects not funded in FY 2015 are; 

o Wake Turbulence Re-categorization is working to develop wake separation standards 
and associated procedures for applications that change dynamically with the leading 
and following aircraft performance parameters and atmospheric conditions in which 
they are flying. 

o Oceanic Tactical Trajectory Management (OTTM) focuses on the Controller 
Capabilities initiative, a suite of capabilities that provide automation support to 
oceanic air traffic control will enable airspace users to fly closer to their preferred 4D 
trajectories. 

• The Modem Procedures project is reduced by $6 million from the FY 2014 level, which will 
delay development of requirements for Automated Controller-to-Controller Coordination, 
Selectively Removing Altitude Restriction, and Wake Turbulence Alert for En Route 
Controllers along with other previously identified ERAM enhancements 

Improved surface/TFDM Portfolio 

• In FY 2014, three projects are funded in this portfolio. In FY 2015, one project is funded 
while two others are not funded in this portfolio. 

• The two projects not funded in FY 2015 are: 

o Surface Tactical Flow (STF) focuses on the development of trajectory-based surface 
operations in support of the NextGen initiative. It leverages the development efforts 
of the NASA Surface Management System (SMS), and provides guidelines for the 
development of a collaborative Surface Traffic Management (STM) system with tools 
necessary to achieve a fully collaborative surface environment. 

o Staffed NextGen Tower (SNT) provides for improved safety and increased capacity 
at night and during periods of inclement weather, when impaired visual obsen'ations 
from an air traffic control tow'er often results in delays or a reduced level of access to 
the airport, SNT also allows the FAA to expand its service to meet projected 
increases in Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) operations. 

On Demand NAS Portfolio 

• In FY 2014, four of five projects are funded in this portfolio. Only tw’o projects will be 
funded in FY2015, 
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• The three projects not funded in FY 2015 are: 

o Common Status and Structure Data (CSSD) provides development of cross-domain 
requirements document identifying operational and design requirements for users of 
automation systems and decision support tools. CSSD also conducts I.A.RD for AIM 
Modernization future Segment 3. 

o Advanced Methods segment performs preliminary capability functional analysis, 
preliminary capability requirements, and concept validation activities for: Constraint 
Prediction, Monitoring and Alerting; Operational Response Development; and Post- 
Operational Analysis and Training, 

o Collaborative Information Management (CIM) conducts the development of a 

concept of use document for joint agency information sharing for operational training 
scenarios in NAS airspace. 

• Asa result of a reduction in funding, CSSD, Advanced Methods, and CIM will not complete 
the planned activities, thus delaying engineering and analysis work to move NAS data to a 
digital environment consistent with agency modernization and infrastructure. 

Environment Portfolio 

• In FY 2014. two projects are funded in this portfolio. In FY 2015, one project is significantly 
reduced. 

• The FY 2015 requested level for the Environmental Management Systems & Noise/Emission 
is $6.9 million less than the FY 2014 enacted level. This reduction will delay the availability 
of EMS framework, limit stakeholder engagement and cancel ATM-related technological and 
operational procedure demonstrations. 

Improved Multiple Surface Runway Operations Portfolio 

• In FY 2014, four projects were funded in this portfolio. Only two projects within this 
portfolio will be funded in FY 2015. 

• The two projects not funded in FY 2015 are: 

o Wake Turbulence Mitigation for Departures (WTMD) decision support tools provide 
tower controllers’ notification when they can safely allow departures on the airport’s 
upwind closely spaced parallel runways without the required two to three minute wait 
time following a Boeing 757 or “heavy” category aircraft departure on the adjacent 
downw'ind runway. 

0 Ground Based Augmentation System (GBAS) project goal is to support development 
of a commercial prototype of a Category III GBAS capability for validation testing 
with an option of the vendor to seek a Category III non-federal approval using the 
developed baseline. 


A'AS Infrastructure Portfolio 
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• In FY 2014, five projects are funded in this portfolio. All five of the projects within this 
portfolio will be funded in FY 2015, but one of the projects receives a significant reduction. 

• The New Air Traffic Management (ATM) requirements are drastically reduced by $15.8 
million for FY 2015. 

o This program was originally set to fund work in the areas of ACAS-Xu, Weather 
Transition, Cloud Computing, Automation Convergence, Synchronization of 
Air/Ground Procedures, and Advanced Air/Ground Procedures, 
o Requirements development to support the safety and efficiency of the NAS is 
delayed: 

■ Safety: e.g., requirements for TCAS for UAS 

■ Efficiency: e.g., automation convergence for controller workstations, 
advanced air/ground communications 

System Development & Support Portfolio 

• In FY 2014. two projects were funded in this portfolio. In FY 2015. no projects are funded 
in this portfolio. 

• FAA is using FY 2015 to better align the Pre-Implementation work and to focus the limited 
resources on implementation programs that will yield immediate benefits. This is consistent 
with feedback the FAA has received from numerous user forums. 

• The two projects not funded in FY 201 5 are: 

0 ATCffechnica! Operations Human Factors - Controller Efficiency/Air Ground 

Integration program works to develop a common AR workstation to accommodate the 
various NextGen technologies providing services, 
o Operations Concept Validation - Validation Modeling works to identify procedures to 
decrease workload and increase reliance on automation for routine tasking, in order to 
increase efficiency of the National Airspace System (NAS). 

FAA: Satellite-based ADS-B 

Automatic dependent surveillance - broadcast (ADS-B) is one of the key backbones of NextGen. FAA 
has made great progress deploying ADS-B ground stations across the United States. However, its 
benefits will end at the ocean’s edge. There are currently five countries working to implement a 
satellite-based ADS-B system. 

• What analysis has FAA done on the potential benefits of a satellite-based ADS-B 

system? Describe FAA resources dedicated to such an analysis. What FAA resources have 
been provided to facilitate the implementation of a satellite-based ADS-B system? What 
resources are planned for this effort in FY 2015? What would the FAA need to spend in 
FY 2015 in order to begin tracking aircraft by FY 2018? 
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RESPONSE: The FAA has modeled U.S. oceanic airspace to examine the impact of reduced 
oceanic separation through the proposed implementation of a satellite-based ADS-B system. 

The results were used in an FAA Joint Resources Council (JRC) and Investment Analysis 
Readiness Decision (lARD) in January 2014. Updated benefits analyses to support an FAA 
Initial Investment Decision (IID) are ongoing and are being compared to similar analyses being 
perfomied by Aireon. Construction of a more precise model to gauge the impact of reduced 
separation is being planned to support a future FAA Final Investment Decision (FID). 

The NextGcn Systems Analysis and Modeling group and the FAA Program Management Office 
are actively supporting the benefits modeling effort. The benefits team is comprised of 
approximately 3.5 Full Time Equivalents (FTEs). FAA’s NAS Modeling Division manager 
holds a Ph.D. in Mathematics and the lead support contractor holds a Ph.D. in Physics; all have 
extensive experience providing analytics support, building models and conducting benefits 
analysis for FAA programs. A team from MITRE/CAASD also supported this effort by 
estimating and providing the equipage profiles to include in the benefits modeling. 

The FAA has committed $ 1 5 million to date towards the development of the Space Based ADS- 
B Service. The FAA has entered into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with Aireon to 
facilitate the sharing of technical information and to support the development of a system that 
meets FAA requirements. Currently, FAA has resources evaluating the Space Based ADS-B 
concept, defining the technical requirements, conducting the cost, benefits, and schedule 
analyses, as well as risk analysis; and participating in technical interchange meetings and design 
reviews with Aireon. 

Given current budget constraints, FAA has not yet reached a decision on whether to financially 
commit to this opportunity. The FAA is in the process of defining and evaluating the future 
activities and commitments related to this effort. The output of the FAA IID will be approval of 
the program plan. The FAA docs anticipate receiving early data from Aireon initial satellite 
launches in FY 2015 for test purposes. 

The FAA has not yet reached a decision on whether to financially commit to this opportunity. 
The FAA is in the process of defining and evaluating the future activities and commitments 
related to this effort. This includes funding requirements, technical requirements, and the 
timeline for being able to adequately test the system for operational use. 

• If the public-private partnership successfully fields a satellite-based ADS-B system, will 
FAA utilize sucb a system for oceanic air traffic? 

RESPONSE: The FAA recognizes the potential for high value benefits that the Iridium/Aireon 
Space Based ADS-B system can provide in oceanic operations. As the world’s largest air 
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navigation service provider, FAA will be involved in the development of this technology and is 
committed to ensuring that the technical performance of the system will meet FAA’s operational 
needs. 

FAA has entered into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with Aireon to facilitate the sharing 
of technical information and to support the development of a system that meets FAA 
requirements. Currently, FAA has resourees evaluating the Space Based ADS-B concept, 
defining the technical requirements, conducting the cost, benefits, and schedule analyses, as well 
as risk analysis; and participating in technical interchange meetings and design reviews with 
Aireon. 

Given current budget constraints, FAA has not yet reached a decision on whether or not and 
what level to financially commit to this opportunity. The FAA is in the process of defining and 
evaluating the future activities and commitments related to this effort. 


• What percentage of the total global oceanie airspace does FAA manage and what 
percentage of oceanic traffic is used by U.S. airlines? 

RF.SPONSE: The oceans of the world cover 141,600,000 square miles or 72 percent of the earth’s 
surface, ICAO delegated 24 million square miles of international oceanic airspace to the U.S. This 
is 1 5 percent of the total global oceanic airspace. 

Oceanic User Community for U.S. delegated oceanic airspace (no metric for U.S. percentage of 
global oceanic traffic): 


U.S Majors 

47.3% 

Non-U.S. 

43% 

Charter 

4.3% 

Military 

3.4% 

GA 

2% 


• What feedback has the FAA received from the air carrier community about the need for 
FAA’s participation in the development of a satellite-based ADS-B system? Flow many 
carriers have written in support and how many have expressed opposition? What 
feedback has the FAA received from the pilot community and the air traffic controller 
workforce? 

RESPONSE: The air carrier community has expressed their support for including Space Based 
ADS-B in the overall NextGen implementation plan through a series of letters over the past two 
years. The carriers expressed their beliefs that Space Based ADS-B would have a positive 
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impact on international airline operations, as well as the importance in closing the business case 
for equipping aircraft wath ADS-B. 

We have received letters from numerous carriers in support of Space Based ADS-B, including: 
Alaska Airlines, American Airlines, Delta Airlines, FedEx, United Airlines, UPS, and US 
Airways. To date, FAA has not received any letters from carriers that express opposition to 
Space Based ADS-B. 

Feedback from the pilot and controller community has generally been supportive of Space Based 
ADS-B. 

• What additional reviews will the FAA conduct on the FAA^s participation in the 
deployment of such a system? 

RESPONSE: The FAA has engaged with Aireon in setting the specifications and configuration 
of Space Based ADS-B surveillance services. In June 2013, FAA modified an existing 
Memorandum of Agreement with Aireon/Iridium to allow FAA to participate in the design and 
development of the Aireon ADS-B hosted payload through development reviews such as System 
Requirements Reviews (SRRs), System Design Reviews (SDRs), Preliminary Design Reviews 
(PDRs), and Critical Design Review's (CDRs). Design reviews on various Aireon system 
components are ongoing. 

Participating in these types of technical reviews will ensure that the Aireon system meets 
technical level of performances required should FAA decide to move forward with implementing 
Space Based ADS-B. 

FAA; Future Facilities 

To date, more than $60 million has been appropriated to replace the aging air traffic control center (N- 
90) in New York with a new integrated air traffic control facility. 

• Your fiscal year 2015 budget docs not request any funding for this integrated air traffic 
control facility. Why not? 

RESPONSE: The original concept for FAA’s NextGen Future Facilities included a National 
level strategy for replacing the aging ARTCC and TRACON facilities with new integrated 
facilities. Fiscal constraints in FY 2013 led to a reduction of the program scope to include only 
the integration of the New York TRACON (N90) and New York ARTCC (ZNY) facilities, 
rather than a National level facility transformation. The FAA's proposed solution was to 
combine these two facilities into a New York Integrated Control Facility (NY ICF). 
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In FY 2014, however, FAA realized that insufficient funding is available to build and equip such 
an integrated facility. The FAA is committed to replacing the aging New York TRACON with a 
new facility on Long Island. The new facility is being designed to offer future operational 
extensibility potential. This effort is leveraging the work done to date for the NY ICF. The FAA 
plans to reprogram the current NY ICF funding to the Tower/TRACON Replacement Program to 
support the N90 TRACON replacement project. 

FAA’s Future Facilities Program Office is revising the site acquisition strategy and plans to 
begin evaluating Long Island sites for suitability once the NY TRACON replacement 
requirements are finalized and the extensibility concept is fully developed. The ICF is expected 
to remain a long-term agency goal supporting the NextGen operational concept. 

• Does the FAA plan to keep the faeility on Long Island? 

RESPONSE: The FAA is committed to replacing the aging New York TRACON with a new' 
facility on Long Island. The new facility is being designed to offer future operational 
extensibility potential. This effort is leveraging the work done to date for the NY ICF. The FAA 
plans to reprogram the current NY ICF funding to the Tower/TRACON Replacement Program to 
support the N90 TRACON replacement project. 

FAA’s Future Facilities Program Office is revising the site acquisition strategy and plans to 
begin evaluating Long Island sites for suitability once the NY TRACON replacement 
requirements arc finalized and the extensibility concept is fully developed. The ICF is expected 
to remain a long-term ageney goal supporting the NextGen operational concept. 

• Please provide estimated costs and schedule for design and construction of this new 
facility? What is the target date for completion and commissioning of this new facility? 

RESPONSE: FAA estimates that the N90 faeility will cost $245.8 million to design and construct, 
Commissioning of the N90 replacement facility is currently scheduled for F Y 202 1 . Estimated cost 
and schedule details are as follow's: 


Phase 

Est. Cost 
(Millions) 

Completion Year 

Solution Development and Design 

$15,8 

FY 2018 

Construction 

$94.8 

FY 2020 

Commissioning 

$6.0 

FY 2021 

Additional Program Costs: Equipment Acquisition, 
Implementation and Testing; Furniture; Security; 
Power Systems; Telco; Program Management; 
Training; and Disposition 

$129,2 

FY 2016-2021 

Total Estimated Cost 

$245.8 
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• FAA has set up a new collaborative process to determine which facilities should be 
consolidated or eliminated. Please provide an update on the progress of this working 
group. When will this w orking group make initial recommendations? 

RESPONSE; In December 2013, FAA and NATCA briefed Congress on the proposed 
collaborative process designed to develop the Realignment and Consolidation Report. The 
collaborative process focuses initially on the realignment of Terminal facilities and is being led 
by a working group that includes FAA, labor unions, and subject matter experts. The analytical 
process takes into account the following factors: terminal automation systems, NextGen 
readiness, facility conditions, operational improvements, and costs and benefits associated with 
specific realignment scenarios. 

The Section 804 Collaborative Workgroup is currently assessing the initial set of Terminal 
facilities through working sessions at FAA and data collection and validation field visits 
supported by multi-disciplinary' teams including headquarters, field, finance, labor, and 
leadership participants. The workgroup plans to complete analysis of several facility and service 
realignment scenarios by the end of 2014. The FAA then plans to develop its initial set of 
recommendations and to .submit a report to Congress in January 2015. 

FAA: Unmanned Aircraft Systems 

The integration of unmanned aircraft systems (UAS’s) into the national airspace system (NAS) is an 
emerging aviation challenge. The 2012 reauthorization bill for the FAA requires the safe integration of 
UAS’s into the NAS by September 2015. 

• W'ill FAA meet the 2015 deadline of full integration of UAS’s into the NAS? If not, what 
segments will be implemented? When will full integration occur? 

RESPONSE; The FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 (FMRA) requires UAS 
integration into the NAS by 2015. The FAA, as the provider of air traffic services, must ensure 
the safety and efficiency of the entire airspace, including all aircraft, people and property - both 
manned and unmanned - in the air and on the ground. In addition, FAA has operational goals as 
well as safety issues that must be considered when planning the expansion of UAS integration in 
the nation’s airspace. As a result, UAS integration will be incremental. The FAA is moving 
forw'ard with two integration-related initiatives, the small UAS rule and assessing the use of 
Section 333 of the FMRA. 


Drafting the small UAS rule is a complex task as there are many factors to consider. The FAA 
must ensure the integration of UAS into the NAS docs not introduce unacceptable risks or 
unintended consequences for other NAS users or for people/property on the ground. The release 
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of the small UAS Notice of Proposed Rulemaking remains a top priority for the FAA and it 
should be released for public comment later this year. 

To address pent up demand for civil commercial UAS operations, the FAA is assessing UAS 
applications that may be able to leverage Section 333 of the FMRA prior to finalization of the 
small UAS rule. The small UAS operations under consideration are specific, limited, and low- 
risk. I'he FAA anticipates having a plan for moving forward with potential Section 333 limited 
operations later this year. 

• How far along is the development of air traffic procedures and certification standards for 
UAS’s? 

RF.SPONSF.: Air Traffic procedures are being reviewed for applicability for certain UAS 
aircraft, as they operate in controlled airspace. The FAA is assessing Aviation Safety standards 
for operations in the NAS. 

The FAA is establishing a process by which test ranges can perform airworthiness certification 
of civil unmanned aircraft systems using processes and standards specified in FAA Order 
8130,34C, “Airworthiness Certification ofUnmanned Aircraft Systems and Operationally 
Piloted Aircraft.” Plans are progressing to allow these test ranges to issue UAS airworthiness 
certificates using FAA Designated Airworthiness Representatives (DARs) at each of the six test 
site locations. The initial path includes provisions for the test ranges to provide airworthiness 
certification by approved deviations to FAA policy and guidance this year with formal revisions 
to applicable policies and guidance expected next year. This will enable test ranges to perform 
their own UAS airworthiness certifications in accordance with revised policy and guidance 
material with FAA oversight of designees analogous to DAR oversight for traditional manned 
aircraft airworthiness approval processes. 

In addition, FAA has established, under direction of the Senior Steering Group (SSG) of the 
UAS Executive Committee, the Federal Public UAS Standards Working Group which is tasked 
with developing requirements for public certification standards. The working group developed 
and delivered its first deliverable, “Definition, Scope and Context of Certification and 
Operational Requirements of the FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 Section 334(b)” 
on 27 Feb 2014. The final tvvo deliverables of the working group, which describe the specific 
operational and certification requirements for public UAS operators, are progressing on schedule 
for 30 Sept 2014 delivery date to the SSG. 

• Please summarize the activities at the six UAS test sites. What public and private 
involvement entities are each of these? 
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RESPONSE: The FAA has approved two UAS Test Site Certificate of Waiver or Authorization 
(COA) for North Dakota and Alaska and is in the process of approving 9 additional UAS Test 
Site COAs across four of the six test sites. The in-process COA applications include planned 
research. The test site COAs under review include: Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State 
University, and Texas A&M University Corpus Christi. The agency is awaiting Test Site COAs 
from the State of Nevada and Griffiss International Airport (NY). 

The first of six test sites chosen to perform UAS research was operational at the University of 
Alaska more than two-and-a-half months ahead of the deadline specified for the program by 
Congress. On April 21, 2014, the FAA granted the North Dakota Department of Commerce 
team a COA to begin using a Draganflyer X4ES small UAS at its Northern Plains Unmanned 
Aircraft Systems Test Site. The COA is effective for two years. The main goal of this site’s 
initial operations is to show that UAS can check soil quality and the status of crops in support of 
North Dakota State University/Extension Service precision agriculture research studies. 

Precision agriculture is one of many industries that represent areas for significant economic 
opportunity and UAS-industry expansion. While supporting the precision agriculture project, the 
Northern Plains Unmanned Aircraft Systems Test Site also will collect safety-related operational 
data needed for UAS airspace integration. The infomiation will help the FAA analyze current 
processes for establishing small UAS airworthiness and system maturity. Maintenance data 
collected during site operations will support a prototype database for UAS maintenance and 
repair. 

There are private entities involved in these test sites whose role and nature in the sites may be 
proprietary or of a competitively confidential nature. The additional information will be 
provided once the test site operators have confirmed the extent to which these entities can be 
publieally disclosed. 

• Privacy is a major concern. What is the Administration’s strategy for handling privacy 
issues with regard to UAS integration? Does FAA have adequate staff and expertise to 
address issues reiated to privacy in this regard? 

RESPONSE: The FAA is participating in interagency discussions on the domestic uses of UAS 
and whether operated for Government, commercial, or private use, its primary' purpose is to 
enable safe UAS operations and ensure operators comply with federal, state, and other law's on 
individual privacy protection. The interagency discussions are ongoing, and are intended to 
provide guidance on policies not eovered by the FAA’s existing and future work. The FAA has 
adequate staff to participate in these discussions. 


FAA; NextGen Equipage 
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Section 221 of the FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 was enacted by Congress to incentivize 
and accelerate the installation of NextGen avionics systems in commercial and GA aircraft through FAA 
loan guarantees, to meet the FAA’s 2020 deadline. 

• What specific action has the FAA done to implement Section 221 of the FAA 
Modernization and Reform Act? How many proposals or applications has the FAA 
received? 

RESPONSE: The FAA held two public meetings in 2012, posted two requests for information, and 
had a series of one-on-one meetings with stakeholders regarding the utility of a loan guarantee (or 
other similar) program. 

In the two years since FAA's Reauthorization passed. FAA has received one application for a 
federally-backed loan (draft version in April 2013, version labeled final in December 2013). The 
FAA has had several discussions and meetings with the applicant regarding their proposal. Broadly 
speaking, any proposal will be evaluated on the following criteria: 

• Benefit to users; 

• Financial risk to taxpayers; and 

• Other government risks. 

There is also an aviation financing offering through the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association 
(AOPA) currently available to the public which does not receive government support. 

• What was the rationale for not including the Section 221 loan guarantee program in the 
President’s budget request? 

RESPONSE: After holding several meetings with stakeholders and operators over the past two 
years, FAA believes that there is not enough interest from the operator community in a 
government-backed loan program to justify making a request for program funding a priority at 
this time. 

• Absent a loan guarantee program, what measures will the FAA take to facilitate the 
equipage requirements for ADS-B out? 

RESPONSE: In 2010, FAA published a final rule that mandates ADS-B Out in certain airspace 
by 2020. In advance of the required compliance date, FAA has coupled financial incentives with 
operational incentives to motivate early equipage. To date, FAA estimates there are more than 270 
commercial aircraft and more than 4,100 general aviation aircraft equipped with rule-driven ADS-B 
Out avionics. The following summarizes FAAN initiatives to encourage ADS-B equipage for Air 
ITansport and General Aviation users. 

Air rransporl 

To expedite early equipage, FAA has signed agreements with several airlines (Part 121 operators), 
including JetBlue, United, UPS, and US Airways. These agreements are set up to demonstrate the 
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benefits of advanced ADS-B applications and procedures during revenue service and allow FAA to 
share costs and risks with the participants. The operational evaluations will provide detailed cost 
and benefit data, and encourage airlines to equip early to capitalize on ADS-B benefits. Under the 
airline agreements, the following equipage will occur: 

• 35 JetBlue A320 aircraft (ADS-B Out). Installations were completed in December 2012. 

• 12 United 747 aircraft (ADS-B Out and ADS-B In). DO-260 and In Trail Procedures equipage 
has been completed. 

• 20 US Airways A-330-300,t200 aircraft (ADS-B Out and ADS-B In). Installations of ADS-B In 
and Out have been completed on 17 of the 20 aircraft to date. 

• 164 UPS aircraft (747, 767, A300, andMD-11) (ADS-B Out). To date, 155 of 164 installations 
have been completed. 

• 110 United 737NG Aircraft (ADS-B Out) 

o Boeing Service Bulletin 01 delivered May 2013. 

o Rockwell Collins trairsponder is undergoing testing that will lead to certification later 
this year. 

o United retrofits will begin by August 2014, with upgrades to DO-260B completed by 
December 2017. 

As of April 2014, there are three manufacturers (ACSS, Honeywell, Rockwell Collins) offering 
certified rule-compliant ADS-B .systems for the business and commercial market (this includes 
business turbine aircraft operating under Part 91 and 91k, as well as regional turbine aircraft and 
Airbus/Boeing jets operating under Parts 91, 135 and 121). These manufacturers have additional 
ADS-B systems either under development or in testing that will lead to certification cither this year 
or next year. 

General Aviation 

The following provides a brief summary of the work the FAA has accomplished to incentivize GA 
equipage in advance of the ADS-B Out mandate: 

• Since the first ADS-B ground infrastructure became operational in 2009, FAA has been offering 
free traffic and weather services to help encourage GA operators to equip. These services are 
now available nationwide. 

• The FAA has sponsored projects that increase the availability of GA avionics. The FAA issued 
the Technical Standard Orders (TSOs) and Advisory' Circulars (ACs) for ADS-B Out systems 
and their installation by May 2010, when the ADS-B Out Final Rule was issued, to provide 
indusitry with sufficient time to build and install these systems by January 2020. 

o At lea.st two major GA avionics manufacturers have “Approved Model Lisf ’ 

certifications that allow their equipment to be easily purchased and installed on the 
major general aviation aircraft types made by Beechcraft, Cessna, Mooney, and Piper, as 
well as other aircraft manufacturers. 

o As part of a 2006 agreement with Helicopter Association International, 54 helicopters 
(from PFll and Chevron) have already voluntarily equipped with ADS-B to take 
advantage of the enhanced .ATC services in the Gulf of Mexico. The FAA expedited the 
process to allow these operators to use early versions of ADS-B avionics in an 
operational environment. The agency is currently working with these operators to 
upgrade the helicopters with nilc compliant avionics. 
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o An agreement was signed in 2007 with Alaska aviation organizations and Alaska 

aircraft operators for safety enhancements, aircraft equipage, and airport improvement in 
the State of Alaska. As an extension of this agreement, FAA awarded a contract in 
April 2013 to upgrade approximately 400 aircraft that were equipped under the legacy 
Capstone program. These upgrades are scheduled to be completed in 2015. 
o In addition, FAA is working with the Univeisity of North Dakota through the Center for 
Excellence for General Aviation Research (CGAR) to develop an ADS-B In Portable 
Electronic Device (PED) for use in helicopters, 
o The FAA also funded AOPA to develop training material for ADS-B to assist general 
aviation users in understanding the technology and to assist in educating users about 
their purchase decision. 

• The FAA has also been investing in the development of standards and prototype avionics for an 
ADS-B In application known as Traffic Situational Awareness with Alerts (TSAA). This 
application provides pilots of non-TCAS II equipped aircraft with enhanced traffic situation 
awareness in all classes and domains of airspace by providing timely alerts of qualified airborne 
traffic operating in their vicinity (alerts using voice annunciations and visual attention cues). An 
industry standard for this application will be published by RTCA this summer, and FAA will 
publi.sh a corresponding technical standard order later this year. 

• As of April 2014, there are five manufacturers (Avidyne, Bendix/King, FreeFlight Systems, 
Garmin, Trig Avionics) offering certified rule-compliant ADS-B systems for the GA market 
(Part 91 and Part 135 operators). Additional manufacturers are working toward certification of 
their ADS-B systems for the GA market. 

• What steps is the FAA taking to monitor the equipage rates of commercial and general 
aviation aircraft? What percentage of commercial and general aviation aircraft are 
equipped with ADS-B out avionics? 

RESPONSE: The FAA has a compliance monitor to track the progress of ADS-B equipage and 
generates reports for ADS-B equipped aircraft operating below the performance requirements 
defined in the ADS-B Out Final Rule. Flight Standards uses the compliance monitor to support 
enforcement and continued airworthiness activities. Aircraft Certification uses the compliance 
monitor to support initial certification. 

Through this monitoring capability, FAA has detected that, as of April 1, 2014, there are more 
than 270 commercial aircraft and more than 4,100 general aviation aircraft equipped with rule- 
driven ADS-B Out avionics. 

In addition, the ADS-B program office has an active Business Performance Measures (BPM) 
process that is recording the number of aircraft equipped w'ith rule-driven ADS-B Out 1 090ES 
and UAT transponders and the percent of equipped operations per hour in each ADS-B Service 
Volume. ADS-B In aircraft and operations are also tracked. Some general aviation pilots are 
also using SBS broadcast information on portable devices; the agency sponsored a suiv'ey of 
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pilots through the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) to estimate the number of users. 
Analysis of this data is ongoing. 

Through February 2014, the hourly operational counts suggest that, on average, 2.3 percent of 
commercial operations and 1.5 percent of small air taxi and general aviation operations are 
equipped. In some service volumes (mostly around Louisville, KY) the percent of rule-driven 
ADS-B Out equipped operations in February 2014 was greater than 10 percent. ADS-B In usage 
was somewhat lower, with high values of greater than 5 percent near some flight schools in 
Florida and Arizona. 

The FAA anticipates equipage will continue to increase, as more certified, rule-complaint 
avionics become available. 

• What action will the FAA take if aircraft are not properly equipped by the 2020 deadline? 

RESPONSE: The FAA plans to enforce the rule when it becomes effective, and w^e expect all 
operators planning to operate in the designated airspace will equip in advance of the rule. 

Cross-cutting; Transportation of Crude Oil 

The budget requests $40 million to establish a new “Safe Transportation of Energy Products Fund” 
within the Office ofthe Secretary. 

• What specific items are under consideration for this new fund? What percentage of the 
total will be used for research, training, testing and additional staff? 

RESPONSE: The new fund will support the multimodal prevention and response activities 
associated with the increased safety issues currently surrounding the transportation of energy 
products. The funds would be available for initiatives within the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA), the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA), 
and the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA). Eligible expenditures ofthe 
Safe Transportation of Energy Product Funds would include data driven safety interventions, 
additional safety personnel, training and outreach, robust regulatory development, and economic 
analysis. A multi-modal board would direct funding to the address the prevention and response 
associated with ensuring the safe transportation of crude oil. 

• Describe the decision-making process for the allocation of funds. 

RESPONSE: The Administrators for FRA. PHMSA, and FMCSA along with the representatives 
of designated offices within the Office ofthe Secretary (OST) would jointly serve as a decision- 
making board for the use of the funds and would be responsible for their effective administration. 
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• How quickly will funds be allocated for this initiative? Will you allocate all funds at once 
and under what timeframe (the first quarter of the fiscal year, etc.)? 

RESPONSE: Drawing on the expertise of its members in specific subject areas, the Board will 
rapidly review and approve eligible projects before transferring the funds to an Operating 
Administration for implementation. The President’s Budget request supports funds that would 
be available for obligation for two years, or until September 30, 2016. 

• If additional staff are hired with these funds, will they be absorbed in the agency’s 
baseline? 

RESPONSE: The Board w’ill review proposals for funding prior to making any decisions, such as 
hiring terms, for any additional safety personnel. 

FRA: Positive Train Control 

The budget requests $825 million to help implement positive train control (PTC) systems on commuter 
railroads. FRA has indicated that many railroads will not be able to meet the 2015 statutory deadline. 

In addition, the Federal Communications Commission's (FCC) review process could dramatically slow 
down the implementation of PTC. 

• Please describe the process that the Federal Communications Commission has required for 
the installation of PTC towers and antennas. What steps has the Department of 
Transportation taken to resolve any issues with the FCC? What impact will the FCC 
environmental reviews have on the ability for railroads to meet the 2015 deadline? 

RESPONSE: The tower installation delays are a consequence of the Federal Communications 
Commission’s (FCC) method of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1 966, which requires the FCC and its licensees to take into account the 
effects of the proposed undertakings on historic properties by its licensees. The regulations that 
implement Section 106 (36 CFR Part 800) require the consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) and Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPO). The FCC would 
best be able to address the details of the consultation process. 

However, generally speaking, the Sectionl06 consultations take place under one of two 
nationwide programmatic agreements that have been negotiated and executed according to a 
process set out in the Part 800 regulation. The first agreement is the 2001 Nationwide 
Programmatic Agreement for the Collocation of Wireless Antennas (Collocation PA). This 
agreement provides for the exemption of particular types of antennae collocations from Section 
1 06 review. The second agreement, the 2004 Nationwide Programmatic Agreement for Review 
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of Effects on Historic Properties for Certain Undertakings Approved by the FCC (Nationwide 
PA) is a more broadly applicable agreement that streamlines the Section 1 06 review of FCC 
actions that are not exempt under the Collocation PA, 

To initiate a Section 106 consultation, the FCC licensee prepares and transmits a submission 
packet, generally electronically to the FCC Tower Construction Notification System (TCNS) for 
THPO and the E-1 06 system for SHPO reviews. The information is forwarded by the FCC to 
the appropriate SHPO and THPOs, who then make a determination if the proposed construction 
will adversely impact sites of cultural or historic meaning. 

Unfortunately, this submission and review process, which has worked well in the past, is not 
designed to support the 20,000 or more towers required for communications based PTC systems. 

• Please provide a cost estimate range for the installation of PTC on the relevant passenger 
and hazardous materials routes. 

RESPONSE: Virtually all commuter railroads are struggling with the cost of PTC system 
implementation. In response, FRA has requested $825 million for FY 2015 and $2.35 billion 
over four years (FY 2015 through FY 201 8) for Commuter Railroad PTC Compliance. This 
program will provide critically needed support for these important investments. 

There is much uncertainty about total industry costs, but FRA expects that deployment overall 
will exceed the $2.35 billion requested in the budget. This expectation is partly based on the 
experience of the two commuter operators in California. Information available from Metrolink 
and the Peninsula Corridor .Joint Powers Board, which owns and operates Caltrain (Caltrain), 
indicates they have spent approximately $230 million and $240 million respectively, both in 
excess of their original budgets. While these early examples suggest costs could be higher than 
initially forecasted, neither system is representative of the industry, as each commuter railroad 
has unique characteristics that will determine the ultimate cost of implementation. Moreover, 
there are unanswered questions about key issues affecting the cost of PTC deployment, for 
instance the cost for spectrum and the allocation of costs between host railroads and commuter 
operators. For all these reasons, it is not clear at this time what the overall cost of deployment 
will be. 

• Are you confident that FRA can identify $825 million worth of PTC projects? What 
analysis has FRA done to ensure that there is sufficient inventory to deploy PTC systems? 


RESPONSE: Yes. 
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System procurement and deployment costs just for MetroUnk, operating in the Los Angeles 
basin, are exceeding $210 million. These costs are representative of the more than 30 
passenger/commuter railroads required to implement PTC. FRA expects that deployment overall 
will exceed the $2.35 billion requested in the budget. 

There are only a limited number of qualified technical staff available to the railroads, system 
suppliers, and FRA to support the design, manufacture, deployment, and certification of PTC 
systems. FRA has little or no ability to control the procurement of engineering services and 
equipment or its price. This is driven by the marketplace; for those items that are in short supply, 
the lack of supply has driven up prices. This in turn results in higher implementation costs to the 
railroads. 

To support test oversight and certification, which is the only element over which FRA can 
exercise control, FRA has created a dedicated PTC staff, the PTC Branch. Even with that staff in 
place, FRA nonetheless depends heavily on the vendors and railroads in the certification process. 
As a matter of practicality, the proactive participation and good faith efforts of the vendors and 
railroads to ensure system safety through the entire design, implementation, and operation of the 
system are necessary not only for timely certification of a system, but also to ensure that the level 
of safely oversight is adequate relative to the system complexity. FRA .staffing needs are 
therefore heavily dependent on the technology deployed, the capabilities of individual inspectors, 
as well as the level of effort and degree of objective safety oversight being expended by the 
vendors and railroads. The PTC Branch consists of 8 regional speciali-sts (1 per region), 2 senior 
specialists, and a supervisor dedicated to P I'C system certification and safety oversight. This 
group is augmented by a senior scientist (ST/SL) and senior electronics engineer, two senior 
signal engineers, and contract engineering support as required. 

The complexity and size of the railroad-specific safety plans to support the certification request 
is immense. The safety plan associated with the Electronic Train Management System for 
example, a simpler predecessor system to the Interoperable Electronic Train Management 
System (1-ETMS) proposed for use by the majority of railroads, contained more than 6,000 pages 
of highly technical information. FRA will receive 38 safety plans from the railroads with some 
of equal or larger size. If received simultaneously, FRA staffing will not be able to process them 
concurrently. A best case scenario for the review process for a single plan would be 6 to 9 
months. Although the railroads are working with FRA to coordinate these document reviews, 
this remains a new process with a scope not attempted previously for all participants: freight 
railroads, intercity passenger railroads, commuter railroads, and FRA. 


How will you prioritize the funding? 
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RESPONSE; FRA will prioritize funding based on levels of risk to the traveling public so 
commuter railroads that have the greatest risk exposure will be able to install and obtain PTC 
system protection first. FRA, in selecting the recipients of grants for eligible projects, will 
consider the following: 

• The scope of positive train control system components necessary including the number of 
locomotives owmed by the eligible recipient, the number of wayside miles owned by the 
eligible recipient, the number of positive train control systems with which the eligible 
recipient's positive train control system must be interoperable; the scale of the 
communications infrastructure the eligible recipient requires to support positive train 
control system operations; and the number of modifications to dispatching and back 
office systems required to support positive train control system operations. 

• The extent to which the applicant has demonstrated a clear need for Federal financial 
assistance. 

• The overall completeness and quality of the application, including the comprehensiveness 
of its supporting documentation. 

• The extent of prior positive train control implementation activities. 

FRA; Amtrak’s Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act 

Many Amtrak stations are still not fully compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

• Describe how FRA monitors Amtrak’s progress on ADA. What progress has Amtrak 
made in ADA compliance over the last five years? Provide total percentage of ADA station 
compliance by year. 

RESPONSE: As a part of monitoring and oversight of the Amtrak capital and debt service 
program, FRA conducts quarterly site reviews of all projects funded by this appropriation which 
includes the ADA activities for the year, reporting on progress and expenditures related to the 
survey, assessments, design and construction on ADA projects. FRA also receives and reviews 
monthly progress reports from Amtrak as a function of FRA's routine monitoring and oversight. 
FRA has also employed Volpe to inspect stations for progress on ADA compliance issues. 

At the majority of Arntrak-serv^ed stations - more than 90% - passengers with disabilities who 
use a wheeled mobility device can board and alight the trains. However, the fact that most 
stations can be used by passengers with disabilities does not mean these stations comply with 
specific requirements established by the applicable DOT regulations. Nor does it mean that 
passengers with disabilities can use all the amenities that may be present in a location such as the 
station or restrooms. 


To advance compliance with ADA, Amtrak has employed two strategies since 2009: 
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Mobility First -The program was designed to address the immediate problem passengers with a 
disability had getting on and ofF the train at many of the stations throughout the system. Amtrak 
installed station-based mobile lifts at 157 stations, allowing passengers with a disability who use 
a wheeled mobility device to board trains at those locations. 

Amtrak’s Accessible Stations Development Program (ASDP) - The program was designed to 
ensure that all station elements for which Amtrak has responsibility comply with at! regulatory 
requirements. The plan places highest priority to stations where passengers with disabilities are 
currently unable to board trains, have access to a station or use the internal station elements such 
as, restrooms. Once the station accessibility priority is established, the stations are sorted based 
on ridership to maximize the benefits of the investments. 

In 201 4, Amtrak will perform work to advance compliance for 181 stations (including surveys, 
assessments, design and construction work). By the end of 20 1 4, Amtrak will have made 3 7 
stations compliant through the ASDP program (excluding, in some places, platform work and/or 
detectable warnings). 


ASDP Program Summary 




FYIO 
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FY12 

FY13 

FY14 

Surveys 


3 

106 

156 

20 

48 
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96 

64 

14 

67 

Designs 



23 

9 

10 

62 

Construction 



0 

0 

10 

27 


At this point, out of 382 stations where Amtrak has some portion of responsibility, 36 are 
completely compliant with the ADA regulations, which represents fewer than 10%. 

• Many of these stations arc not owned by Amtrak, w hat steps is FRA taking to ensure these 
stations become ADA compliant? 

RESPONSE: The ADA requires new or renovated stations whether owned by Amtrak or not to 
be ADA compliant from design through construction. FRA is funding or partnering with FTA in 
funding several State-sponsored new or renovated station projects that include accessibility 
improvements. FRA regularly gives state or local governments that are responsible for station 
access technical advice on accessibility requirement. In addition, FRA offered its assistance to 
and requested the assi.stance of the US Department of Justice to help Amtrak push responsible 
state and local government station owners to make accessibility improvements. 

FRA; Amtrak’s Funding Needs by Line of Business 

Amtrak has requested that revenues from the Northeast Corridor remain on the corridor. 
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If Amtrak’s overall funding is frozen at FY 2014 levels in FY 2015, what impact will 
Amtrak’s proposal have on the rest of Amtrak’s national network. 

RESPONSE: If overall Federal support for Amtrak operations, capital, and debt service remain 
at the same levels as FY 20 14, there would be minimal impact on current services under 
Amtrak’s proposal to keep Northeast Corridor (NEC) revenues on the NEC. See response and 
tables in the following question for additional details. 

However, as FRA’s budget requests have repeatedly demonstrated, the current funding levels are 
inadequate to meet the growing market demand for intercity rail .service. These funding levels 
are resulting in decapitalization of core rail assets (such as equipment on State routes and track, 
bridges, and tunnels on the NEC), which will ultimately result in deteriorated service in later 
years. These levels also do not allow for any new investments in regions of the country that need 
better rail service than they have today. 

What minimum funding levels would be needed to ensure that Amtrak’s eurrent route 
system remains operational under a seenario where Northeast Corridor revenues remain 
on the eorridor? Please provide minimum funding levels hy: 1) the eurrent Amtrak 
aeeount strueture of operating and eapital; and, 2) line of business. 

RESPONSE: FRA’s FY 2015 budget request identifies the minimum funding needed to maintain 
current passenger rail services while also addressing the serious backlog of capital needs 
(including NEC infrastructure, ADA compliance, and old and obsolete rolling stock) that has 
built up as a result of decades of underinvestment in the system (see Table 1). If this backlog is 
not addressed, eurrent services cannot be maintained at today’s levels over the long-term. 

Table 1. FRA’s FY 2015 Budget Request - Current Passenger Rail Service Account 


Account 

FRA FY 2015 
Request (SM) 

Northeast Corridor 

$550 

State Corridors 

$225 

Long-Distance Routes 

$850 

National Assets 

$475 

Stations ~ ADA Complitmee 

$350 

TOTAL 

$2,450 


For reference, the tables below summarize the allocations that result from a scenario where NEC 
operating surpluses are reinvested into the NEC and do not cross-subsidize other business lines. 
Under this structure, the same levels of funding would still be going to the same services as they 
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do under the current account structure - the proposed approach simply makes those allocations 
more transparent, It is also important to repeat that these funding levels are insufficient to assure 
reliable services are sustained into the future. 

Table 2. Baseline Funding Allocation if NEC Revenues Stay on NEC - 

Current Amtrak Account Structure 


Account 

Appropriation 

($M) 

Operating* 


Capital 


Debt Service 

$150 

TOTAL 

$1,400 


* Assumes that any operating surpluses generated by ancillary activities (such as 
commercial development) are used to offset operating losses on the national 
system. 

Table 3. Baseline Funding Allocation ifNEC Revenues Stay on NEC - 
Business Line Account Structure** 


Account 

■Appropriation 

(SM) 

Northeast Corridor 

$150 

State Corridors 

$80 

Long-Distance Routes 

$750 

National Assets 

$420 

ADA 

$50 

Backbone Assets 

SI 10 

Unallocated Operating 

SI 00 

Debt Service 

S150 

FRA Oversight 

Takedown 

SIO 

TOTAL 

$1,400 


** Using FRA 's proposed business line structure and allocation methodology, 
which differs slightly from Amtrak’s methodologies. 

Should the Committee decide to appropriate Amtrak funding by business lines in FY 20 1 5 under 
baseline funding levels, FRA would strongly recommend that provisions he included to allow for 
some flexibility among the business lines. At these low funding levels, the margins for 
accommodating unexpected changes to costs or revenues are thin, and thus unpredictable 
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external events (such as a weather disaster) could result in the need to shift funds across business 
lines. 

FRA & FT A: Passenger and Commuter Rail Safety 

Over the last year, there have been several serious commuter and freight rail derailments that have 
caused numerous fatalities and dozens of injuries. DOT launched a comprehensive and systemic safety 
review of Metro-North's operations in December and released its findings last month. The FRA's 
review uncovered that there was an overemphasis on on-time performance; an ineffective training 
program; and a poor safety culture. 

• What changes, if any, will FRA implement in the agency's safety oversight of other 
commuter and freight railroads as a result of this review? Will FRA conduct these types of 
comprehensive reviews on a more routine basis? Do you have sufficient resources to 
conduct such reviews? 

RESPONSE: FRA has documented lessons learned from Operation Deep Dive (ODD) and is 
considering whether similar investigations might be warranted on other railroads. ODD was 
very resource intensive and required inspectors from multiple regions to be diverted from their 
other duties. If similar, smaller-scale assessments were to be conducted, it is of utmost 
importance that we ensure FRA's safely inspection program is not compromised. 

• The Federal Transit Administration has new safety authority as a result of MAP-21 
(Section 20021). Please provide the status of each of the provisions included in Section 
20021 of MAP-21. How many positions have been filled and how many are in process? 

RESPONSE: 

• On July 2, 2013, the Secretary signed the Federal Transit .Administration's (FTA) 
reorganization plan to create a new Office of I'ransit Safety and Oversight headed by an 
Assoeiate Administrator. To staff this new office, Fl’A has recruited Safety Management 
Systems (SMS) specialists, safety specialists, accident investigators, and safety data analysts 
from a cross section of Federal agencies and the public transportation industry. Specifically, 
FTA has since hired seven new management and safety .staff, with two more who have 
accepted offers and established start dates. Five safety positions are in process and FTA plans 
to advertise for ten this summer. 

• On May 1 3, 2013, FTA published a statement of policy adopting SMS as the basis for the 
initiatives FTA will undertake to improve the safety of public transportation. SMS is a 
collaborative approach that will help management and labor work together to build on the 
industry’s existing safety foundation to control risk better, detect and correct safety problems 
earlier, share and analyze safety data more effectively, and measure safety performance more 
accurately. FTA is developing a SMS training program, along with implementation planning 
tools, and technical assistance materials for the transit industry. FTA is piloting the first of 
these courses this spring and plans to offer it in 2014. 



On October 3, 2013, F TA issued an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPRM) on 
Safety and Transit Asset Management, which sought public comment on FTA’s proposals to 
implement the National Public Transportation Safety Program. The ANPRM specifically 
proposes using the Safety Management System (SMS) as the framework for the regulations 
and guidance that will be issued to implement the National Public Transportation Safety 
Program and to guide its oversight efforts. Although transit is, and remains, a safe mode of 
transportation, the SMS approach will help transit agencies focus on the following; 

o Institutionalizing an organization-wide safety policy 

o Developing and utilizing methods for identifying hazards and controlling their 
potential consequences 
o Continual assessment of safety risks, and 
o Effective employee training and safety reporting system. 

On Januaiy^ 2, 2014, the formal comment period for the ANPRM closed. FTA is reviewing the 
comments and will utilize them when developing safety program rulemaking to implement the 
various provisions of Section 20021 of MAP-21. 

In December 2013, the Transit Rail Advisoiy' Committee for Safety (TRACS) submitted 
advisory reports for developing the National Public Transportation Safety Plan (National Safety 
Plan) and the Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan. On January 16, 2014, FTA published a 
Federal Register notice announcing the Committee’s charter renewal and name change to the 
Transit Advisory Committee for Safety (TrACS) to reflect a broader transit safety advisory 
charge. 

On March 7, 2014, the Secretary transmitted the Bus Safety Study required by Section 20021 (b) 
to the Chairmen and Ranking Members of the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs and the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure. The purposes of 
this study were to examine the safely of public transit buses that travel on highway routes where 
50 percent or more of the route is on roads having a speed limit of more than 45 miles per hour; 
to examine the laws and regulations that apply to commercial over-the road buses; and to provide 
recommendations as to whether additional safety measures should be required for public transit 
buses that travel on highway routes. 

On March 10, 2014, FTA published an apportionment notice in the Federal Register making 
approximately $44 Million in FY 2013 and FY 2014 State Safety Oversight Formula Program 
funds to assist states in setting up state rail transit safety oversight agencies. Fl'A has been 
working actively with the SSO agencies to develop and approve work plans outlining the specific 
steps they will take to enhance their programs, including obtaining full investigative and 
enforcement authority. This has included a series of one-on-one calls with each State oversight 
program. In addition, under the SSO program. FTA has issued the above Safety Advisories to 
States with rail transit agencies. 
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On April 30, 2014, FTA published a proposed interim safety certification training program in the 
Federal Register. This document seeks public comment on FTA's proposed requirements for the 
interim safety certification training program for Federal and State safety oversight personnel and 
their contraetors. Additionally, FTA proposes that safety oversight personnel of public 
transportation systems that receive Federal transit funding may voluntarily participate in the 
interim safety certification training program. The proposed program is designed to promote the 
implementation and oversight of the effective use of SMS tools and techniques. 


FTA: Transit Research 

FTA’s National Research and Technology Program (Section 5312) was funded at 
$40 million for FY 2014. The Congress has supported FTA bus technology research and development 
and acknowledged FTA’s leadership in providing transit operators next generation technology. The 
transition of these projects to commercialiyation and utilization in fleet application is important but 
FTA’s research mission should also support technology development that wall lead to the next 
innovation in transit. 

• What portion of the funding will go towards Innovation and Development projects rather 
than zero emission bus deployment this year? 

RESPONSE: As per the language in MAP-21, 75 percent of funding for National Research and 
Technology (Section 53 12) must be allocated to the Low and No Emission Vehicle Deployment 
program. MAP-21 authorized funding for the Research program (Section 5312) at $70 million for 
FY 2013 and $70 million for FY 2014. The Section 5312 Research appropriation, however, 
provided approximately $33 million for FY 2013 and $40 million for FY 2014. With 75 percent of 
these amounts dedicated to the Low and No Emissions Vehicle Deployment program, that left 
approximately $8 million in FY 2013 and $10 million in FY 2014 available for other research and 
innovation purposes. 

Currently, FTA has proposed an overall reauthorization budget for FY 2015 that combines Research 
and Training accounts (Section 5312 and Section 5322) and proposes a combined funding level of 
$46 million. This budget would allocate $ 26 million for Section 5312 (Research) and $ 20 million 
for Section 5322 (Human Resources and Training/ Workforce Development). 

• What is FTA’s timeline for the obligation of FY 2014 funding for the National Research 
and Technology Program? 


RESPONSE: FTA plans to allocate FY 2014 funding for the National Research and Technology 
Program this summer (Q4 of FY 2014), 
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Technology to enhance transportation project implementation and strategic prioritization 

The Department’s IG, GAO and others have urged the Department to explore means of 
improving oversight and managing the costs of highway and bridge projects, for which the 
federal share is typically 80 percent. North Carolina has recently taken steps to do so at the state 
level. The Strategic Transportation Investments (STI) legislation, enacted in 201 .T relies on a 
data-driven Strategic Mobility Formula (SMF) to prioritize, fund, and streamline the delivery of 
transportation infrastructure projects. The North Carolina Department of Transportation is also 
iLsing geospatial so.ftvvare that provides advanced analytics to help evaluate and prioritize 
projects based on (I) mobility enhancement; (2) community revitalization; (3) congestion relief; 
(4) safety improvement; and (5) economic competitiveness. 

1 . Docs your agency monitor or evaluate activities by States to improve prioritization and 
selection of transportation projects? 

RESPONSE; FIIW.A division offices are generally aware of the processes States use to 
prioritize and select projects. Wlien the States improve their processes, they typically 
share and discuss their improvements vvitii FHWA. Although what works in one State 
may not work for another and States have the authority over their project selection 
processes, FHWA routinely shares good practices acro.ss States and encourages adoption 
of those practices that would benefit other States. 

In addition, in the future, the performance management and asset management provisions 
of MAP-21 will place requirements on States to achieve specific targets. These 
requirements will result in States prioritizing projects to meet the targets. FHWA is 
developing rulemakings to implement these provistoms. However, States will continue to 
have authority to make their own prioritizations of projects through their e,stab!ished 
planning processes, which include the development of a Long Range Plan (LRP), a 
fiscally constrained State fransportation Improvement Program (sflP), and metropolitan 
transportation improvement programs. 

2. !s the Department familiar with the SMF program in North Carolina or other STI 
initiatives in states across the country? What actions has the Department taken to track 
.such effort.s? 

RESPONSE: FHWA is familiar with the program in North Carolina. FHWA's North 
Carolina division office has worked with NCDOT on this effort. FHW.A does not have a 
formal process for tracking project prioritization proce.sses. 
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3, Has the Department evaluated the use of geospatial tools that can help streamline the 
process of prioritizing, funding and delivering transportation infrastructure projects? If 
found to be effective, what actions can the Department take to share best practices and 
encourage States to implement similar initiatives? 

RESPONSE: Yes, FHWA has evaluated the use of geospatial tools. FHWA’s Every Day 
Counts (EDC) initiative is designed to identify and accelerate deployment of innovations 
aimed at reducing the time it takes to deliver highway projects, enhance safety, and 
protect the environment. Geospatial Data Collaboration (GDC) was one of 13 
innovations selected for accelerated deployment in 2012-2014. 

Through EDC, FHWA is investing significant resources to deploy GDC as a tool to 
shorten project delivery. For example, FHWA division offices throughout the country 
are working with their States, metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), and local 
governments to use geospatial tools such as collaborative GIS technologies, shared data 
assets, and operating agreements to speed project decision-making and improve program 
outcomes. See http://gis.fhw'a.dol.gov/i;dc.asp for more detailed information. Internal to 
the Department of Transportation, agencies are developing and using geospatial tools to 
enhance program execution. 

4. What, if any, programs are currently in place that might provide funding assistance to 
States interested in adopting shared transportation infrastructure planning and 
prioritization tools? If there are programs in place, please explain the program and 
provide information as to how much funding is available to states per year. If not, please 
comment on whether you plan to implement such programs in the future. 

RESPONSI-i: FHWA division and headquarters offices are promoting these practices 
throughout the country in cooperation with the American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and the Association of Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (AMPO). State DOTs and MPOs have recognized the efficiency potential 
of these tools and are implementing them using their Surface Transportation Program 
(STP) funds. Metropolitan Planning (PL) funds, and State Planning and Research 
(SP&R) funds in conjunction with other State or local resources. 

Many State DOTs are building on their investments in enterprise data and GIS to 
implement infrastructure planning and prioritization tools that suit their needs and 
situation. Using Federal-aid and other resources, a significant number of State DOTs 
have developed and implemented transportation infrastructure planning and prioritization 
tools. Florida’s Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) process and Utah’s 
UPlan are examples of how States are incorporating these tools into their decision- 
making processes. The Florida approach, along with many others, is currently 
highlighted on our Planning and Environmental Linkage Effective Practices wehsite, 
available at the following URL; httD:/7environinent. fhwa.dot.gov/integ/practices.asp . The 
UPlan example will be posted on that site soon. 
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Furthermore, FHWA has the following program in place to incentivize the use of 
innovations to expedite project delivery: 

Accelerated Innovation Deployment (AID) Demonstration Program 

FHWA launched the AID Demonstration grant program in February 2014 to provide 
approximately $30 million in incentive funding for eligible entities to accelerate the 
implementation and adoption of innovation in highway transportation. Under this 
program, funds are available to cover the full cost of implementation of an innovation on 
a project, up to the maximum award amount of $1,000,000. Eligible activities may be in 
any aspect of highway transportation including planning, financing, operation, structures, 
materials, pavements, environment, and construction on any project eligible for 
assistance. 
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FTA Deputy Administrator McMiilan 
Core Capacity 

Administrator McAfilkm, this year, for the first time SI 20 million in funding for Core Capacity 
wm appropriated in the FYN omnibus hill. Another S275 million for core capacity was included 
in the President 's FYI5 budget request. Representing the CTA, the only transit system in the 
country that has been identified in the President's budget as eligible for these funds. Fm very 
interested in the plan for these funds moving forward. 

1 . What can you tell us about the process for the distribution of these funds? 

RRSf’ONSE: The funding will support design and construction of fixed giiidcvvay capacity 
improvement projects around the country as they enter and move through the steps in the 
Capital Investment Grant process. Funding will be distributed in the same manner as is done 
in the New Starts program. Because core capacity projects are located in existing corridors 
rather than breaking new ground in undeveloped areas, we anticipate they may be able to 
complete the environmental review process in fairly short order and proceed to construction 
fairly rapidly. 

2. What systems do you expect to be the first recipients of this important funding? 

RESPONSE: We know there are significant capacity constraints on multiple .systems around 
the country. Currently the Chicago fransit Authority (CTA) Red and Purple Line 
Modernization project that has been submitted to the program. 

3. Are there other systems besides the CTA that are good candidates for the first round of core 
capacity funds? 

RFiSPONSE: As FTA releases more guidance on our expectations for running and managing 
the Core Capacity program. FTA expects additional transit agencies to submit projects for 
consideration. We have heard of great interest around the country in the program, especially 
for some of our older legacy transit systems that are carrying record numbers of riders and 
are significantly capacity constrained. However, we have also heard from some newer 
systems in southern and sunbelt areas that are exceeding ridership projections and 
experiencing capacity constraints. We have recently heard from both New York and 
Charlotte they have projects for the program. 


FRA Administrator Szabo 
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Short Line and Regional Railroad Safety 

Administrator Szaho, I know that FRA is focused on working cooperatively with freight railroads 
to enhance safety, including short line and regional railroads. I also understand that FRA has 
cooperative partnerships with industry that generate real safety benefits. Mr. Yoder and I would 
like the committee to consider funding a cooperative effort between FRA and smaller railroads 
to help them develop their safety culture and practices. 

4. Would you view this as a worthwhile effort, and could funding a cooperative training and 
safety initiative with short line railroads generate positive safety benefits? 

RESPONSE: Yes, we do view this as a worthwhile effort, and we expect that funding a 
cooperative training and safety institute with short line railroads would generate positive 
safety benefits. In fact, FRA’s Office of Research and Development is currently supporting 
the American Short Line and Regional Railroad Association (ASLRRA) on such an effort. 

Specifically, FRA is supporting ASLRRA in the development, implementation, and 
evaluation of a Safety Institute. The Safety Institute will assess the current state of short line 
railroads’ operations and safety programs in order to make recommendations and provide 
guidance for enhancing and improving safety performance to ensure a full commitment to 
safety. 

To accomplish its goals, the Institute will perform: 1) safety culture assessments, 2) safety 
compliance assessments, and 3) manager and employee education. Teams, comprised of 
experts, will conduct on-site assessments of short line railroads and. following the 
assessment, work with them to develop: 

• Guidance and tools to monitor the state of their safely culture; 

• Training materials, including leadership training to assist managers with safety 
compliance and safety culture change; and 

• Recommendations and resources to enhance safety culture; 

• Follow-up to determine the progress the railroad has made to a commitment to safety 
as well as continued compliance. 

The safety of crude oil transportation by rail will be the Institute’s initial focus. Early in 
2015, ASLRRA and FRA plan to launch a six-month project aimed at enhancing safety on 
short line railroads that transport crude oil. Between now and the end of 2014. FRA and the 
ASLRRA will be working together on setting up this six-month pilot project. 

In the future, with additional funding, FRA intends to support ASLRRA’s next steps with the 
Safety Institute, which include: 

• Development and validation of safety culture and compliance assessment tools; 

• Assessment, organizational development, and implementation strategies; 

• Manager and employee training and education programs; 

• Implementation evaluation of pilot projects; and 

• Asses.sment of budget needs. 
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As a result of the Safety Institute, FRA and ASLRRA envision the industry transitioning to a 
safety culture that goes beyond compliance to rules to one where commitment to safety is 
embedded in all day-to-day operations. 

Amtrak 

In the past, some surplus funds generated along the Northeast Corridor (NEC) have been used to 
cover some costs of state-supported and long-distance trains. But Amtrak's FY 2015 Budget 
Request proposes to eliminate that option and fill the state-supported and long distance train 
funding void with additional federal funding via General Funds. I’m concerned that this could 
lead to a funding disaster for state-supported and long-distance trains across the nation. States 
are already overburdened with state-supported payments. Illinois already .subsidized its Amtrak 
routes to the tune of SIS million in FY 2014. 

I understand the importance of the Northeast Corridor, hut Amtrak needs to examine our rail 
system on the national level. In order to have a functional national passenger rail system, the 
larger states must help the .smaller less dense states. Illinois ' state-supported train costs will 
escalate if Congress doesn V appropriate sufficient funds to cover train service outside of the 
NEC. 

5. Administrator Szabo, what happens if Congress accepts Amtrak’s proposition to realign NEC 
surplus funding but does not appropriate additional funds for state-supported and long- 
distance trains? 

RESPONSE: FRA entirely agrees that the U.S. passenger rail network must be evaluated 
from a comprehensive, national perspective. Even under a business line-based grant 
structure, there will continue to be significant operational and financial 
relationships/synergies among the distinct businesses, and thus Congress, FRA, Amtrak, and 
other .stakeholders must continue to take a national perspective on the system. 

If Federal funding for Amtrak is reduced from today’s levels, this change would have 
significant impacts on the quality of State corridor and long-distance routes, including 
deterioration of frequencies, speed, reliability, and overall customer experience. Given that 
over 65% of Amtrak’s national ridership is generated by passengers on these services, these 
impacts would have far-reaching effects on Amtrak’s operational and financial performance. 

Congress required additional State involvement in short-distanee corridors in Section 209 of 
the Passenger Rail Improvement and Investment Act of 2008, which has led to greater 
financial contributions from States in recent years. For the past three annual budget reque.sts 
(including FY 2015), FRA has proposed a transition assistance program that would help 
phase-in these new fiscal burdens on the States over a period of several years. To date. 
Congress has chosen not to fund this proposal. 


Positive Train Control 
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Mr. Szabo. the budget requests $825 million to help implement positive train control (PTC) 
systems on commuter railroads. We know that many railroads will not be able to meet the 2015 
statutory deadline. In addition, we understand that the Federal Communications Commis.sion 's 
(T'CC) review process could dramatically slow down the implementation of PTC. 

6. First, what action is the Department of Transportation taking to help resolve any issues with 
the FCC? 

RESPONSE: FRA is acting as a technical resource to the FCC on the design and operational 
requirements of Positive Train Control. In this role, we are able to advise the FCC as a 
neutral third party as they are working to address PTC spectrum and communications tower 
issues raised by the various stakeholders. In order to carry out its statutorily required 
mandates, the FCC mu.st weigh and evaluate the complete, and often conflicting demands, of 
the railroads, as well as other licensed stakeholders, entities seeking licenses, the general 
public, communication system manufacturers, and local. State, and Tribal Governments. 
While FRA can act as a technical resource for the FCC on PTC technologies, ultimately, the 
programmatic and policy decisions associated with spectrum allocation and communications 
tower construction are solely in the purview of the FCC. 

7. Can you provide us with a rough estimate as to how much it will cost to install PTC on the 
relevant passenger and hazardous materials routes? 

RESPONSFk Virtually all commuter railroads are struggling with the cost of PTC system 
implementation. In response, FRA has requested $825 million for FY 2015 and $2.35 billion 
over four years (FY 2015 through FY 2018) for Commuter Railroad PTC Compliance, This 
program will provide critically needed support for these important investments. 

There is much uncertainty about total industry costs, but FRA expects that deployment 
overall will exceed the $2.35 billion requested in the budget. This expectation is partly based 
on the experience of the two commuter operators in California. Information available from 
Metrolink and the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, which owns and operates Caltrain 
(Caltrain), indicates they have spent approximately $230 million and $240 million 
respectively, both in excess of their original budgets. While these early examples suggest 
costs could be higher than initially forecasted, neither system is representative of the 
industry, as each commuter railroad has unique characteristics that will determine the 
ultimate cost of implementation. Moreover, there are unanswered questions about key issues 
affecting the cost of PTC deployment, for instance the cost for spectrum and the allocation of 
costs between host railroads and commuter operators. For all these reasons, it is not clear at 
this time what the overall cost of deployment will be. 

8. Flow will you prioritize the funding? 

RESPONSE; FRA will prioritize funding based on levels of risk to the traveling public so 
commuter railroads that have the greatest risk exposure will be able to install and obtain PTC 
sysitem protection first. FRA, in selecting the recipients of grants for eligible projects, will 
consider the following: 
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• The scope of positive train control system components necessary including the 
number of locomotives owned by the eligible recipient, the number of wayside miles 
owned by the eligible recipient, the number of positive train control systems with 
which the eligible recipient's positive train control system must be interoperable; the 
scale of the communications infrastructure the eligible recipient requires to support 
positive train control system operations; and the number of modifications to 
dispatching and back office systems required to support positive train control system 
operations. 

• The extent to which the applicant has demonstrated a clear need for Federal financial 
assistance. 

• The overall completeness and quality of the application, including the 
comprehensiveness of its supporting documentation, 

• The extent of prior positive train control implementation activities. 

As you know, the FY 2014 omnibus appropriations bill made $80 million available for fund 
various rail grant programs, including the Railroad Safety Technology Grant Program. I 
have repeatedly called for this funding, which will help Metra implement PTC by the 2015 
deadline. Metra is pushing to implement by the 2015 deadline, but we need to help public 
commuter railroads that simply don't have the resources to do this job entirely by 
themselves. 

As you know, the FY 2014 omnibus appropriations hill made SSO million available for fund 
various rail grant programs, including the Railroad Safety Technology Grant Program. I have 
repeatedly called for this funding, which will help Metra implement PTC by the 2015 
deadline. Metra is pushing to implement by the 2015 deadline, hut we need to help public 
commuter railroads that simply don 't have the resources to do this job entirely by themselves. 

9. As the omnibus gives significant discretion to your Department on how to allocate the 
funding to various rail programs, can you please provide specifics on your plans on how 
much will be allocated to PTC funding in FY14's appropriated budget? 

RESPONSE: In the FY 2014 appropriations act. Congress redirected $41.8 million from a 
Maglev SAFETEA-LU set-aside to rail planning. Intercity Passenger Rail Grants, and 
Railroad Safety Technology grants, FRA will solicit project applications for these funds later 
this year. In the Notice of Funding Availability, FRA is not planning to predetermine 
amounts for the three programs. Instead, it will evaluate how to award funds across the three 
programs once it has reviewed grant applications. FRA will make PTC implementation, 
which is eligible under the Railroad Safety Technology Grants program, a priority when 
selecting projects. 

Despite investing .some $4 billion to date (and anticipating the investment of some $4 billion 
more), it's clear that the rail industry simply cannot meet the December 2015 implementation 
deadline for PTC due to the incredible complexity of developing a nationwide, interoperable 
.system. 
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10. With this fact in mind, does the Administration support a clean extension to the existing 
deadline for PTC implementation? If so, what is a reasonable extension time frame? 

RESPONSE: FRA believes in deployment of Positive Train Control (PTC) at the earliest 
possible date to gain the safety benefits PTC can offer. However, deployment of PTC before 
the teehnical issues have been fully addressed could adversely affeet safety and have a 
negative impact on system efficiency. Given the dependence of the nation on rail to move 
goods and services (40% by ton-miles of all U.S. freight moves), either of the preceding is 
unaeeeptable. 

The various railroads required to implement PTC have been putting forth various levels of 
effort. FRA believes that any extension in time should not penalize railroads that have been 
exerting a good faith effort to overcome the numerous technical and programmatic issues that 
have adversely affected deployment. FRA views an individualized merit-based approaeh to 
PTC system implementation extensions to be most appropriate, with FRA able to impose 
eonditions upon railroads as part of the extension. In this fashion, FRA can continue to hold 
railroads accountable for implementing PTC systems as soon as is practicable. 

T ransportation of Crude Oil 

The budget requests $40 million to establish a new "Safe Transportation of Energy Products 
Fund" within the Office of the Secretary. Let 's assume for a moment that we divided the funds 
equally and appropriated them directly to the Federal Railroad Administration, the Pipeline and 
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, and the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration. 

11. Mr. Szabo, Ms. Quarterman. and Ms. Ferro, where would you prioritize these resources to 
ensure that the transportation of crude oil is done safely and efficiently? 

RESPONSE; DOT’S top priority is ensuring the safety of the nation’s transportation network. 
Together, our Operating Administrations share the responsibility for ensuring crude oil and 
other energy products reach their destinations safely. Rather than dividing funding resources 
between each of our Operating Administrations, we would collaborate with the Office of the 
Secretary to support eligible activities. The Board will consider proposals to secure funding 
for activities that enhance safety or to respond to current incidents and work with tlie various 
Operating Administrations to provide resources for implementation. This could include 
support for: investigations and enforcement persormel, training and outreach to communities 
and other local and state partners, and developing robust regulations that enhance the safety 
of trucks and trains carrying crude. The Board could choose to prioritize multimodal efforts 
as appropriate. 

12. What portion would you use to hire additional safety inspectors, to conduct training, or 
develop and test new safety technologies? 

RESPONSE: The Federal Railroad Administration, the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials 
Safety Administration, and the Federal Motor Carriers Safety Administration, along with 



244 


representatives of the Office of the Secretary, would work together through a Board to make 
decisions on the most effective use of the funds to prevent and respond to safety issues 
stemming for the transportation of energy products. Activities eligible for funding by the 
Board include: hiring to enhance in.spections and enforcements; testing, research, and data 
analysis to support data-driven safety interventions; training and outreach activities to 
improve response and preparedness; developing effective regulations to enhance the safety of 
containers transportation operations, including providing support for economic analyses. 

13. What specific advantages are there to having these funds controlled by the Office of the 
Secretary? Won’t they be put to work faster if they are directly appropriated to each agency? 

RESPONSE: Housing the Fund in the Office of the Secretary builds on successful 
collaborations among affected Operating Administrations to address new and emerging 
safety risks associated with the transportation of energy products, particularly domestic 
energy products. The Board structure will create accountability mechanisms that enable each 
of us to draw on our expertise in specific subject areas while working together to make 
effective and quick funding deci.sions. It would also provide the Department with the 
flexibility necessary to direct funds to new and emerging risks that cross multiple modes of 
transportation. 

14. Ms. Quarterman, when can we expect to see the revised rule on tanker cars? Will you 
require comprehensive response plans from the carriers? 

FMCSA Administrator Ferro 


Truck Driver Hours 

DOT recently completed a congresskmally mandated study on DOT'S new truck driver hours of 
service restart provision. The study acknowledged that your rule changes have put more trucks 
on the road during daytime hours. 

15. Why didn’t your recent study attempt to evaluate the safety impacts of requiring other 
motorists to share the road with more large trucks during daytime driving hours? 

RESPONSE: The 2011 final rule does not require that drivers shift from nighttime driving to 
daytime driving. The 1 :00 am - 5:00 am restriction is only applicable for the two nights 
included in the 34-hour restart and the use of the restart is an option for drivers who run out of 
time under the 60- or 70-hour rule - these drivers exceed 60 hours on duty in 7 consecutive days, 
or 70 hours on duty in 8 consecutive days. Given the flexibility provided by the rule, and the 
specific MAP-21 requirements for the study, the FMCSA did not believe it was necessary to 
attempt to evaluate changes in truck traffic during daytime hours. 

As mandated by MAP-2 1 . the Field Study on the Efficacy of the New Restart Provision for 
Hours of Service “expanded upon the results of the laboratory-based study relating to 
commercial motor vehicle driver fatigue sponsored by the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration...’’ The study found that drivers who began their work week with just a one 
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nighttime period of rest exhibited more fatigue than drivers who had a rest break of two or more 
nighttime periods. The 2-ovemight rule is consistent with this Field Restart .study, and the D.C. 
Circuit Court of Appeals concluded last summer that the 2-ovemight mle was well founded: 
(“pA'en more eompelling is the intervening 2010 study concluding ‘that the 2-night provision 
works better than 1 -night to mitigate driver fatigue in nighttime drivers,’ [and] we must 
unquestionably defer to an agency’s expertise in weighing and evaluating the merits of scientific 
studies.”) 

16. What plans does your department have to evaluate the safety impacts of this new daytime 
driving emphasis? 

RESPONSE: The 201 1 final rule does not require that drivers shift from nighttime driving to 
daytime driving. The 1 :00 am - 5:00 am restriction is only applicable for the two nights 
included in the 34-hour restart and the use of the restart is an option for drivers who run out of 
time under the 60- or 70-hour rule - these drivers exceed 60 hours on duty in 7 consecutive days, 
or 70 hours on duty in 8 consecutive days. Therefore, the current HOS mles do not “emphasize” 
daytime driving and there are currently no plans to evaluate daytime driving. 

The mle was put into place to ensure that commercial motor vehicle drivers have ample 
opportunity to rest between work periods. And the 2-night mle was adopted to place a 
reasonable limit on use of the 34-hour restart, after a study showed the restart posed an increased 
risk of fatigue for nighttime drivers. The new rule prevents drivers from w'orking over 70 hours 
in a week (168 hours), which negatively impacts drivers’ health and their ability to safely operate 
a commercial motor vehicle. 

The 34-hour restart, even as slightly limited by the 2-ovemight and the 1 68-hotir provisions, 
represents a significant easing of HOS limits from a historical perspective. Under the HOS mle 
that was in place for more than 60 years, before adoption of the 34-hour restart, drivers on an 8- 
day calendar were prohibited from driving after being on duty for 70 hours within 8 days (192 
hours), and that clock could not be restarted. 

FHWA Deputy Administrator Nadeau 

Bike Safety 

The number of people killed on our nation 's roads has fallen dramatically in recent years, but 
the number of bicyclist and pedestrian deaths is on the rise. Nearly 1 7 percent of Illinois traffic 
fatalities are now bicyclists and pedestrians. Establishing simple safety performance measures 
for nonmolorized transportation, like DOT has already done for motorized transportation, will 
prioritize roadway designs that are .safe for all users. 

17, Will DOT prioritize the establishment of a separate performance measure for bicycle and 
pedestrian safety? 

RESPONSE: In the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) for Safety Performance 
Measures (available at: httD:/Avww.gpo.gov/fdsvs./pkg/FR-2014-03-l !/Ddty2014-05 1 52.pdf ). 
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as required by MAP-2 1 , we are proposing the establishment of one measure for each of the 
four areas mandated by MAP-21 : number of fatalities, fatality rate, number of serious 
injuries, and serious injury' rate. Our proposed measure is consistent with the focus of the 
Highway Safety Improvement Program, which is to reduce all fatalities and serious injuries - 
including those involving pedestrians and bicyclists. 

States are already using and reporting a pedestrian fatality metric through NHTSA’s 
Highway Safety Program, and NHTSA is dLscussing with the Governor’s Highway Safety 
Association the addition of a bicycle fatality metric. 

As FHWA moves through the rulemaking process, FHWA will continue to consider all 
comments received. The Safety Performance Measures NPRM specifically asks for 
comment on how the Department could address non-motorized safety performance and how 
Stale and MPOs consider such data in their safety programs and in selecting investments. 

18. What is the DOT doing to address the rise in bicyclist and pedestrian fatalities? 

RESPONSE: Pedestrian and bicyclist safety is one of my top priorities. All modes in DOT 
strongly support this priority and work collaboratively to do so. More information about 
DOT’S bicycle and pedestrian safety work is available at: http://www.dot.gov/bicvcles- 
pede.strians . 

Our Department is committed to ensuring that our transportation networks enhance 
connections between people and jobs, other economic opportunities, and essential 
services. One barrier to reaching that goal is an unsafe environment for people who are 
walking or using bicycles to reach these opportunities, often as part of a trip that includes 
public transportation. 

Our Department fully supports walking and bicycling as modes of transportation that are 
often vital to helping people reach opportunity, and has been a champion for making walking 
and bicycling a safer part of a transportation trip. 

Our Department continues to help communities improve safety and mobility for pedestrians 
and bicyclists. DOT believes in a four-Es approach to improving safety that embraces 
Engineering, Enforcement, Education and Emergency Management Services (EMS) 
solutions. 

Our Department is working to improve pedestrian and bicyclist safety in a number of w'ays. 
Our Department-wide Safety Council recently launched a new Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety 
Action Team, w'hich will bring all of our modal departments together to address the need to 
create a safer environment for non-motorized users. Included in the specific priorities for 
this action team is a 'road safety for transit patrons' initiative. This initiative will help make 
sure that we consider safety issues near transit stops, 

NHTSA has also been working on enforcement and education programs to improve 
pedestrian and bicyclist safety. Some of NHTSA’s driver campaigns, including campaigns 
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for speeding, distraetcd driving, and impaired driving, have a significant impact on 
pedestrian and bicyclist safety. Building public awareness is key to improving safety. A key 
resource is the new “Everyone is a Pedestrian” web site 

( wwvv.nhtsa.aov/nhtsa^evervoneisapcdestrian i which is housed on N'HTSA’s web page. It 
provides resources that communities can use to keep pedestrians safe. 

Through FTA's authority to address transit safety and establishment of an FTA Safety Office, 
FTA will add attention to the issue of safe access to public transportation by bicyclists and 
pedestrians. FTA and its research office continue to work with the bikesharing industry to 
fully understand the opportunities and challenges between the intersection of transit and 
bikesharing, especially when it comes to accessing public transportation. 

FHWA provides funding, tools, and technical assistance to help States and communities 
identify and address pedestrian and bicyclist roadway safety problems. For example, FHWA 
has taken a focused approach to pedestrian safety for a decade and has been providing 
training and technical assistance to the States and cities with the most significant pedestrian 
crash problems through development of Pedestrian Safety Action Plans. FHWA also 
promotes a set of proven safety countermeasures that, although not yet widely implemented, 
are known to improve safety for all road users, including pedestrians and bicyclists. FHWA 
is also leading a push to help communities develop improved networks for walking and 
bicycling. 

FHWA supports a data-driven approach to addressing safety issues. As States develop and 
revise their Strategic Flighway Safety Plans, they bring pedestrian and bicyclist interests to 
the table and look at crash trends. Over half of all States already include pedestrian and 
bicyclist .safety emphasis areas in these plans. 

Truck Weight Issue 

DOT is currently in the middle of a study of truck sizes and truck weights. One of the things the 
study will examine is safety issues related to triple trailer trucks. In 2000. a USDOT study found 
that multi-trailer trucks have an 1 1 -percent higher fatal crash rate that single-trailer trucks. 

19. Will you be involving law enforcement in your study since they are the ones with the real 
world experience in inspecting trucks and investigating the causes of cra,shes? 

response;: Yes. The Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance (CVSA) has been engaged as 
part of the effort to complete the work necessary in preparing the Truck Size and Weight 
Report to Congress. CVS A is a multi-national organization of state and local motor carrier 
safety officials and industry representatives, including .state police and highway patrols, in 
the United States. Canada and Mexico. One area of analysis required under Section 32801 of 
MAP-21 is to determine the impacts that a change in current federal truck size and weight 
limits would have on the delivery of truck enforcement program activities. CVSA has been a 
valuable partner in providing input needed to complete the analysis in this area of the Study. 

20. Will you be involving truck drivers in your study? 
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RESPONSE: Yes. Through the stakeholder outreach efforts conducted by US DOT. the 
American Trucking Associations (ATA) and the Owner-Operator, Independent Drivers 
Association (OOIDA) have been engaged in providing input to the Study. ATA and OOIDA 
members represent a substantial number of truck drivers hauling highway-based freight in the 
U.S. Input from these two national organizations has been very useful in preparing the 
Project Plans that guide the development of the Study. 

21. It is my understanding that you are gathering crash data from mostly western states. Earlier 
DOT studies have declined to use western state erash experience because it was not 
representative of nationwide operations. It seems to me that the truck crash experience in 
Utah, Nevada or Kansas would be much different than that in Chicago, Washington DC or 
Charlotte, for that matter. Do you agree? 

RESPONSE: The truck crash experience in one part of the United States may differ from 
other portions of the United States. This is why erash data has been assembled from across 
the US, not just from western states. Truck crash statistics from across the country have been 
compiled in order to analyze the differenee in safety performance of trucks operating at or 
below current federal truck size and weight limits as compared to those trucks operating 
above those limits. 

Empirical crash data for triple trailer combinations is being introduced into the Study by 
looking at truck crash statistics for these combinations from states allowing their operation, 
predominantly the western states. Truck crash data on triple trailer combinations is focused 
on western states as they currently have the authority to operate these configurations under 
the ISTEA Longer Combination Vehicle Freeze. The scenario traffic being developed for use 
across the various areas of the Study includes triple trailer combinations on National 
Highway System segments, with care being applied to differences in roadway geometries and 
highway functional classification characteristics in the various regions of the country. The 
ability of these roadway segments to accommodate the mobility needs of the triple trailer 
combination and other configurations under investigation in the Study is being assessed on a 
national basis, not just for the western states. 
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For Administrator Huerta 

1 . After 20 years of cooperation with Collegiate Training In (CTi) schools, the Federal 
Aviation Administration abruptly dismantled the partnership and changed its hiring rules 
for air traffic controllers. As opposed to granting preferential treatment to applicants with 
degrees in aeronautics fields- namely students from CTI schools, anyone can now' be 
considered for a job as long as they pass a “biographical questionnaire,” have a 
bachelor’s degree, tmd/or have three years of w'ork experience in any field (including 
those outside the realm of aeronautics). Kent State is one of 36 institutions nationwide to 
participate in the CTI program and the only CTI Program in the state of Ohio, ( 1 also 
have constituents that attend the CTI program at Beaver County Community College in 
PA) 

This new rule will have a negative effect on the Kent State students, faculty and 
administration who have made significant investments in their CTi program including the 
$2M air traffic control lab. Many students came to Kent State exclusively for this 
program and now their extensive training is being devalued. 


Can you please explain why this was done and is it possible that students enrolled in any 
CTI or college program prior to the recent FAA changes be “grandfethered” in to the old 
hiring system and be allowed to take the AT-SAT testing on time and allow letters of 
recommendations from instructors, 

RESPONSE; The FAA has reviewed the end-to-end process for hiring and assigning 
entry-level Air Traffic Control Specialists in order to recruit a better qualified applicant 
pool and reduce costs associated with te.sti.ng and training. As a result, the agency elected 
to make several improvements prior to issuing an announcement on February 10, 2014, 
Those changes included: 1 ) issuing one nationwide announcement open to all “U.S. 
Citiitens”; 2) evaluating all candidate sources again,st the same set of qualifications 
standards; 3) revising the testing process, and; 4) eliminating Centralized Selection 
Panels. 

The F.AA will not “grandfather” the legacy AT-SAT test scores for students enrolled in 
CTI programs for hiring based on the February 2014 announccme.r!t. 
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For Administrator Szabo 

Recent rail accidents have emphasized the need for strong regulations that will protect the 
public and rail workers from unsafe practices like for example, the practice of operating a 
freight train with only one crewmember. HR 3040, the Safe Freight Act which would 
require at least a two-person crew on every freight train in the U.S. I know that the FRA 
has been looking into recent rail accidents on both freight and passenger trains. 
Administrator Szabo, could you tell me to what extent the FRA has been considering the 
safety implications of train crew size? 

RESPONSE: On August 29, 2013, FRA’s Railroad Safety Advisory Committee (RSAC) 
agreed to create a Working Group to discuss train crew size issues arising from the July 
6, 2013 catastrophic accident in Canada, 22 miles from the U.S. border. FRA established 
the RSAC in March 1996 to provide a forum for collaborative rulemaking and program 
development. RSAC includes representatives from all of the agency's major stakeholder 
groups, including railroads, labor organizations, suppliers and manufacturers, and other 
interested parties. I provided RSAC with six months to make recommendations, but 
unfortunately the members were unable to reach a consensus. 

The RSAC Crew Size Working Group held five meetings. Each meeting permitted 
Working Group members an entire day to present information on the subject and to 
identify any operational safeguards or concerns with existing operations where railroads 
have chosen to staff trains with less than the traditional two-person crew consisting of a 
locomotive engineer and conductor. FRA learned a great deal from these discussions 
which should lead to an improved rulemaking product. In the end, the Working Group 
members were too far apart to agree on any recommendations and FRA could not find a 
compromise solution despite our best efforts. Despite not reaching a recommendation, 
the RSAC was able to provide FRA with significant information regarding the crew size 
issue. 

FRA anticipates that it will initiate a rulemaking on the crew size issue that will have 
implications for both freight and passenger trains. Although FRA strongly believes that a 
two-person crew should be the norm for safety reasons. FRA recognizes that some 
operations could be safely conducted with only one person, and so the agency is carefully 
considering how to accommodate such safe operations. FRA believes a minimum of two 
crewmembers is warranted on key trains (i.e., trains with 20 or more cars carrying oil or 
ethanol), and on any train containing one or more tank car loads of a poisonous by 
inhalation (PIFl) hazardous material. 
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For Administrator Ferro 


As you know, a current exemption in the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) does not 
entitle bus company employees who are subject to hours-of-service limitations to earn 
overtime pay for time worked in excess of 40-hours per week. 

1 understand that unions representing hus operators advocate for closing this statutory 
loophole, arguing that the exemption incentivizes drivers to work grueling hours in order 
to make ends meet. As a result, fatigued drivers are operating buses and putting their 
passengers and other drivers in danger. 

Under your leadership, Administrator, FMCSA has successfully targeted and removed a 
number of unsafe bus companies and drivers from our roadways. And, we appreciate this 
work. In continuing your agency’s efforts to make our roadways safer, can you speak to 
this FLSA exemption and how your agency might be able to address this problem? 

RESPONSE: FMCSA has initiated “The Impact of Driver Compensation on Commercial 
Motor Vehicle Safety Surt'ey. “ The primary purpose of the study will be to analyze the 
possible unintended safety consequences of the various methods in which Commercial 
Motor Vehicle (CMV) drivers in the sample are compensated. The study will evaluate 
the relationship between eommercial motor vehicle drivers’ compensation methods and 
incidences of unsafe driving. In particular, the research team will determine if there is a 
potential relation.ship between method of driver compensation and safe driving behavior. 
This study will be conducted using an online questionnaire. Randomly selected non- 
passenger motor carriers wall be notified by letter from the FMCSA that explains the 
study and elicits their participation. Participants will receive an email directing them to a 
website to complete the online questionnaire. 

In addition, the Administration has included in its "Generating Renewal, Opportunity, 
and Work with Accelerated Mobility, Efficiency, and Rebuilding of Infrastructure and 
Communities throughout America Act” or the "GROW AMF.RICA’’ reauthorization 
proposal, a provision that would ensure interstate drivers are compensated for waiting 
time. The reauthorization proposal would allow the Secretary to adopt regulations 
requiring that employers of drivers whose base compensation is calculated in a manner 
other than an hourly wage, and who is required to keep logbooks, be separately 
compensated by the motor carrier for any on-duty, not-driving period at an hourly rate 
not less than the Federal minimum wage rate. 




Thursday, April 10, 2014. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

WITNESS 

HON. SHAUN DONOVAN, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. Latham. The hearing will come to order, and we want to 
welcome the HUD Secretary Shaun Donovan here this morning. 
We apologize for the late start here, but we have had a crazy morn- 
ing with votes. 

Secretary Donovan. Understood. 

Mr. Latham. So I am going to pass on my opening statement, 
other than to welcome you. 

We will recognize Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Pastor. Mr. Chairman, good morning. I will yield to Mrs. 
Lowey. 

Mrs. Lowey. Well, you set an important precedent, so I will pass 
as well and put my statement in the record. 

Mr. Latham. If you want to have an abbreviated opening state- 
ment, that would be fine. 

Mrs. Lowey. Just welcome, Mr. Secretary. We know of your very, 
very essential work, and we look forward to putting together a bill 
that gives you the opportunity to continue to serve the people. 
Secretary Donovan. Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. Unless you had something very profound or very 
complimentary towards the chairman, we will pass. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. You know, as matter would have it, I do. It 
is a 17-minute opening statement. 

[The information follows:] 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
WASHINGTON, DC 20410 


Written Testimony of Shaun Donovan 
Secretary of U.S. Department off Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 

Hearing before the Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Related 

Agencies 

House Committee on Appropriations 
on 

“FY 2015 Budget Request for the Department of Housing and Urban Development” 
Thursday, April 10, 2014 


Thank you, Chairman Latham and Ranking Member Pastor, for this opportunity to discuss how HUD’s fiscal year 
2015 budget proposal follows the roadmap the President has laid out for jumpstarting our economy through 
educating, innovating, and building. This Budget targets our investments to the families and geographies that need 
them the most, and puts Americans back to work. Further, the Budget adheres to the 2015 spending levels agreed to 
in the Bipartisan Budget Act and shows the choices the President would make at those levels. But it also shows 
how to build on this progress to realize the nation’s full potential with a fully paid for $56 billion Opportunity, 
Growth, and Security Initiative, split evenly between defense and non-defense priorities. 

HUD’s Budget is an essentia! component of the President’s vision of investing in the things we need to grow our 
economy, create Jobs, increase skills training and improve education, while continuing long tenn deficit reduction. 
While our request makes critical investments to speed economic growth — growing neighborhoods of opportunity 
through Choice Neighborhoods and providing access to credit through FHA — it also includes new savings 
proposals and some very difficult choices we may not have made in a better fiscal environment. 

Overall, the President's Budget provides $46.66 billion for HUD programs, an increase of $1.2 billion above the 
2014 enacted level. This spending is offset by projected receipts of $14 billion. Increases are provided to protect 
vulnerable families, make significant progress toward the goal of ending homelessness, and support community- 
centered investments, including funding to revitalize neighborhoods with distressed HUD-assisted housing and 
concentrated poverty. To build evidence of what works. State and local public housing authorities are offered 
program flexibilities in exchange for designing and rigorously evaluating innovative programs and policies. The 
constrained fiscal environment also forced tough choices, including funding reductions to our two largest block 
grant programs, CDBG and HOME. 

The fiscal year 20 15 HUD Budget; 

Supports the Mortgage Market and Provides Access to Credit: The Administration projects that the Federal 
Housing Administration (FHA) will insure $171.6 billion in mortgage loans in 2015, supporting new home 
purchases and refinanced mortgages that significantly reduce borrower payments. FI lA’s loss mitigation 
program minimizes the risk of financially struggling borrowers going into foreclosure, and since the start of the 
mortgage crisis, it has helped more than a million homeowners. The Budget also includes $60 million for housing 
and homeowner counseling through HUD. 

Provides Ladders of Opportunity for Anybody Willing to Work Hard and Play by the Rules. The Budget 
provides $120 million for Choice Neighborhoods to continue to transform neighborhoods of concentrated poverty 
into opportunity-rich, mixed-income neighborhoods. This funding level, which is augmented by an additional 
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$280 million in the Opportunit>, Growth and Security Initiative, will be used to revitalize HUD-assisted housing 
and surrounding neighborhoods through partnerships between local governments, housing authorities, nonprofits, 
and for-profit developers. Preference for these funds will be given to designated Promise Zones — high-poverty 
communities where the Federal Government is working with local leadership to invest and engage more intensely 
to create jobs, leverage private investment. Increase economic activity, reduce violence and expand edueational 
opportunities. To further support Promise Zones, the Budget includes companion investments of $100 million in 
the Department of Education’s Promise Neighborhoods program and $29.5 million in the Department of Justice’s 
Byrne Criminal Justice Innovation Grants program, as well as tax incentives to promote investment, jobs and 
economic growth. 

Supports Strategic Infrastructure Planning and Investments To Help Make America a Magnet for Jobs 

HUD is committed to ensuring that its core community and housing development work contributes to more and 
better transportation choices; promotes equitable, affordable housing; helps communities address the lingering 
neighborhood impacts of the foreclosure crisis; and aligns federal policies and funding to remove barriers to local 
collaboration. The Budget provides $2.8 billion for the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) formula 
program, and proposes reforms to better target CDBG investments to address local community development goals. 
The Budget also maintains its support for the proposed $15 billion Project Rebuild program, which will leverage 
private capital to bring the benefits of neighborhood stabilization to national scale. 

Protects the Vulnerable Recipients of HUD Rental Assistance and Makes Progress on the Federal Strategic 
Plan to End Homelessness. The Budget includes $20 billion for the Housing Choice Voucher program to help 
more than 2.2 million low-income families afford decent housing in neighborhoods of their choice. This funding 
level supports all existing vouchers and fully restores the sequestration funding cuts that the 2014 appropriations 
mostly reversed. In addition, the Budget provides 40,000 special purpose vouchers, including 10,000 new 
vouchers targeted to homeless veterans. The Budget also includes $9.7 billion for the Project-Based Rental 
Assistance program to maintain affordable rental housing for 1.2 million families, and provides $6.5 billion in 
operating and capital subsidies to preserve affordable public housing for an additional 1.1 million families. 

The Budget provides $2.4 billion for Homeless Assistance Grants. $301 million above the 2014 enacted level. The 
increased funding will enable HUD to maintain existing projects, fund the increased competitive renewal demand 
for Continuums of Care in fiscal year 20 i 5, and create 37,000 beds of permanent supportive housing for 
chronically homeless persons to reach the goal of ending chronic homclos.sncss in 20 1 6. In addition, by investing 
in permanent supportive housing and .supportive services programs at both the Department and the Department of 
Veteran Affairs, the Budget keeps us on a path to end veterans' homelessness in 201 5. Backed with new data and 
emerging best practices across the United Slates, these evidence-based investments will make further progress 
towards all goals laid out in the Federal Strategic Plan. 

Puts HUD-subsidized Public and Assisted Housing on A Financially Sustainable Path. This Budget also 
recognizes that we can no longer tolerate a federally-supported rental housing system that is “separate and unequal” 
- one which expects public housing authorities (PHAs) to house over 3 million families, subjecting them to overly 
burdensome regulation while denying them access to private capital available to virtually every other form of rental 
housing. To bring our rental housing system into the 21st century and continue to address the $26 billion in public 
housing capital needs, this Budget includes proposals that would facilitate the conversion and preservation of 
additional Public Housing and other HUD-assisted properties under the Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD). 
At the same time, the Budget provides $10 million for a targeted expansion of RAD to Public Housing properties in 
high-poverty neighborhoods, including designated Promise Zones, where the Administration is also supporting 
comprehensive revitalization efforts. 

Improves the Way Federal Dollars are Spent and Builds Evidence of What Works. The Administration 
continues to seek legislation to modernize the Housing for Persons With AIDS (HOPWA) program to better reflect 
the current case concentration and understanding of HIV/AIDS and ensure that funds arc directed in a more 
equitable and effective manner. The BiidgcTs $332 million investment in HOPWA, in combination with the 
proposed modernization, will assist local communities in keeping Individuals with HIV/AIDS housed, making it 
easier for them to stay connected to treatment, and therefore improving health outcomes for this vulnerable 
population. 
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The Budget also provides $25 million for the evidence-based Jobs-Plus program, a proven model for increasing 
oublic housing residents" employment and earnings. Through Jobs-Plus, public housing residents will receive on- 
site employment and training services, financial incentives that encourage work and "neighbor-to-neighbor" 
information-sharing about job openings, training, and other employment-related opportunities. The Opportunity, 
Growth, and Security Initiative includes an additional $125 million for Jobs Plus, which together with the base 
funds could assist up to 50,000 participants. 

Makes Tough Choices. The Budget provides $950 million for the HOME Investment Partnerships Program. $50 
million below the 2014 enacted level. At this funding level, HOME will provide grants to State and local 
governments to supply almost 40,000 additional units of affordable housing for low-income families. This funding 
reduction is mitigated by the investment of $1 billion in mandatory funding for the Housing Trust Fund to finance 
the development, rehabilitation, and preservation of affordable housing for extremely-low income families. 

Reforms Government So that it’s Leaner, Smarter, and More Transparent The American economy of the 
future requires a federal government that is efficient, streamlined, and transparent. This Budget once again 
calls for the flexible use of re.sources through the Transformation Initiative, which the Department will use to 
invest in technical assistance to build local capacity to safeguard and effectively invest taxpayer dollars; 
conduct innovative research, and evaluations of program initiatives and demonstration programs so we can fund 
what works and stop funding what doesn’t. The Budget also continues to invest in focused upgrades the IT 
infrastructure to improve service delivery, track and monitor our programs. 

In short, this Budget will achieve substantial results not only for vulnerable, low-income Americans but also for 
hard-hit local and state economies across the country. Us carefully targeted investments will enable HUD 
programs to serve millions of families in thousands of communities nationwide; to help create an economy built 
on American manufacturing, American energy, skills for American workers, and a renewal of American values. 
Consistent with the previous two years. HUD’s fiscal year 2015 Budget is structured around the five overarching 
goals the Department adopted in its new Strategic Plan 2014-2018. These goals reflect the Department’ s—and 
my— commitment to 'moving the needle’ on some of the most fundamental challenges facing America. Indeed, 
every month, I hold HUDStat meetings on one or more of these goals, to assess progress and troubleshoot 
problems in order to: 1) ensure that HUD is as streamlined and effective a.s possible in the way that we administer 
our own programs and partner with other federal agencies; and 2) hold our grantees accountable for their 
expenditure of taxpayers’ hard-earned dollars. 


Goal 1: Strengthen the Nation ’s Housing Market to Bolster the Economy and Protect Consumers 

This Administration entered office confronting the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression. And while the 
largest factors contributing to this cri.sis were market driven, the American people have turned to Congress and the 
administration for leadership and action in righting our nation’s housing market. HUD remains firmly committed to 
working together with communities and individuals to cope with these unprecedented challenges. This Budget 
drives economic growth by increasing access to credit and strengthening the FHA. 

In fiscal year 2015, HUD is requesting $400 billion in loan guarantee authority for the Mutual Mortgage Insurance 
Fund, and $30 billion in loan guarantee authority for the General and Special Risk Insurance Fund. The need for 
this investment is clear as FHA has stepped up in recent years to address the unprecedented challenges wrought by 
the housing crisis, playing an important countercyclical role that has offered stability and liquidity throughout the 
recession. While a recovery of the housing market is currently underway, FHA continues to act as a crucial 
stabilizing element in the market, and to assure ongoing access to credit for qualified first-time, low-wealth or 
otherwise underserved borrowers. However, FHA’s expanded role is and should be temporary. 

Responding to the Market Disruption 

The Federal Housing Administration (FHA) and Government National Mortgage Association (GNMA) continue to 
have a significant impact on the nation’s economic recovery. The activities of the Federal Government are critical 
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to both supporting the housing market in the short term and providing access to homeownership opportunities over 
the long term, and doing both in a way that minimizes risks to taxpayers. 

The fiscal year 20 i 5 Budget request will enable FHA to continue its mission of providing access to mortgage credit 
for families with low and moderate wealth, and to play an important counter-cyclical role in the continued 
stabilization and recovery' of the nation’s housing market. By facilitating the availability of vital liquidity through a 
variety of HUD-approved lenders, including community banks and national credit unions, FHA has made a number 
of achievements including; 

• Helping over 3.9 million families buy a home since President Obama took office. In fiscal year 2013, more 
than 500.000, or over 78 percent, of FHA purchase loan endorsements were first-time buyers. These are 
families that likely would otherwise not be served by the conventional mortgage market. 

• FHA accounted for 54 percent of purchase mortgage financing for Black or African-American and 
Hispanic borrowers. 

• The total number of first time homebuyers that FHA has supported over the past three years now totals 3 .3 
million. 

• Through its streamline refinance option, FHA helped 500,000 families reduce their monthly housing costs 
by an average of $200 per month, for an annua! savings of$2,400 per family. 

• FHA also helped more than 450,000 families avoid foreclosure this past year through its loss mitigation 
home retention servicing tools. 

Managing in a challenging mortgage market 

FHA’s share of the mortgage market dropped to a low of 3.1 percent of loan originations (by count) in 2005 and 
then rose to a peak of 21.1 percent in 2010. Since then, FHA's share of new mortgage originations has come down 
to under 16 percent. FHA’s core home-purchase loan activity in 2013 had declined to a level comparable to 1997 
(702,417 vs. 704,286 homebuyers, respectively), and was less than the level of FHA activity from 1998 through 
2002. FHA’s current market share remains above 1990s levels only because of a substantia! decrease in the size of 
the total housing and mortgage market, rather than exceptionally high FHA activity today. 

As a result of making major programmatic changes, improving risk management, and restructuring pricing, the 
value of the MMI Fund has improved significantly since 2012. The improved economic value of the MMI Fund has 
led the FHA’s independent actuary' to expect the fijnd to accumulate capital at a much fa,ster rate than was projected 
in 2012, which in turn would enable the MMI Fund to reach a 2 percent capital reserve ratio by fiscal year 2015 
(2016 if reserve is measured by its ratio to the unamortized balance of insurance) rather than fiscal year 20 17, as 
was projected in the 2012 actuarial review. 

Redoubling Efforts to Keep Homeowners in their Homes 

White there is work still to be done. HUD is proud of the progress this Administration has made in tackling 
ongoing foreclosure challenges. As part of the Administration’s commitment to help responsible homeowners stay 
in their homes, we have actively sought to use our current programs and authorities to make homeownership 
sustainable for millions of American families. This Budget supports homeowners, present and future, in the 
following ways: 

• FHA Homeowners Armed with Knowledge (HAWK) - The Budget includes an innovative demonstration 
called FHA HAWK to explore new opportunities for fulfilling FHA's important role in making 
homeownership available and sustainable for American families. FHA-HAWK is an umbrella for several 
FHA initiatives to bring the documented benefits of HUD-approved housing counseling to FHA borrowers. 
These benefits include improved loan performance, as counseled borrowers perfonn better than similar 
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borrowers that do not receive housing counseling, and increased access to home mortgages for first-time 
buyers underserved by the current mortgage market There is strong and mounting evidence that properly 
structured and delivered housing counseling provides a significant benefit to borrowers, lenders, servicers 
and guarantors. In response, many slates, local governments and large private lenders mandate or 
encourage housing counseling. 

• Housing Counseling - In fiscal year 2015, HUD is requesting $60 million in Housing Counseling 
Assistance, to improve access to quality affordable housing, expand homeownership opportunities, and 
preserve homeownership, all of which are especially critical in today’s economic climate. With this 
funding, HUD estimates that 2,650 HUD-approved counseling agencies employing an estimated 8,000 
certified housing counselors, will assist a total of 2 million renters and owners. HUD-approved counselors 
help clients learn about purchasing or refinancing a home; rental housing options; reverse mortgages for 
seniors; foreclosure prevention; loss mitigation; preventing evictions and homelessness; and moving from 
homelessness to a more stable housing situation. 

• Strengthening FHA and Paving the Way for Private Capital to Return 

The books of business insured from 2007- 2009 have largely driven the high number of claims to the 
Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund (MMl Fund). This was driven by overall economic and unemployment 
trends as well as by the combined effects of poor underwriting, unscrupulous and non-compliant practices 
on the part of lenders, and a seller-funded down payment assistance program that allowed many borrowers 
to obtain mortgages without a meaningful down payment. As a result, the books of business FHA insured 
prior to the start of this Administration have severely impacted the health of FHA’s MMI Fund. But thanks 
to our efforts, I can say confidently that FHA is moving in another direction, and that the long term outlook 
for FHA and the MMl Fund are now much better than they were when this Administration took office in 
2009. 

The change in trajectory in the performance of FHA-insured loans is no accident. Immediately upon taking 
office, this Administration acted quickly and aggressively to protect FFIA's MMI Fund and to ensure its 
long term viability. The steps we have taken to eliminate unnecessary credit risk, assure strong premium 
revenue flows and improve recoveries on defaulted loans have been the most sweeping and impactful of 
any in FHA’s history. In fact, the improved economic value of the MMI Fund has led the FHA’s 
independent actuary to expect the fund to accumulate capital at a much faster rate than was projected in 
2012, which in turn would enable the MMI Fund to reach a 2 percent capital reserve ratio by fiscal year 
2015 rather than fiscal year 2017, as was projected in the 2012 actuarial review. 

Goai 2: Meet the Need for Quality^ Affordable Rental Homes 

In an era when more than one-third of all American families rent their homes and over 8.5 million unassisted 
families with very low incomes spend more than 50 percent of their income on rent and/or live in substandard 
housing, it remains more important than ever to provide a sufficient supply of affordable rental homes for low- 
income families - particularly since, in many communities affordable rental housing does not exist without public 
support. HUD’S 2015 Budget maintains HUD’s core commitments to providing rental assistance to some our 
country ’s most vulnerable households as well as distributing housing, infrastructure, and economic development 
funding to states and communities to address their unique needs. Overall, 84 percent of HUD’s total 2015 budget 
authority requested will provide rental assistance to over 5.4 million residents of HUD-subsidized housing, 
including public housing and HUD grants to homeless assistance programs, 

Detailed data shows how vulnerable these families are to the economic downturn. In HUD’s core rental assistance 
rograms, including Tenant Based Rental Assistance (TBRA), Public Housing and Project Based Rental Assistance 
\,PBRA); 75% of families are extremely low-income (below 30 percent of area median income) and an additional 20 
percent are very low-income (below 50 percent of area median income). The devastating effect of the tough 
economic environment on the housing circumstances of poor Americans was underscored when HUD released its 
Worst Case Housing Needs study results. HUD defines worst case needs as: renters with very low incomes who do 
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not receive government housing assistance and who either pay more than haif their income for rent, live in severely 
inadequate conditions, or both. The report showed an increase of 43.5 percent in worst case needs renters between 
2007 and 2011. This is the largest increase in worst case housing needs over a four year period in the quarter-century' 
history of the survey. The need for HUD investments in this area is clear. 

Preserving Affordable Housing Opportunities in HUD 's Largest Programs 

This Budget provides $20 billion for HUD’s Section 8 TBRA program, which is the nation’s largest and 
preeminent rental assistance program for low-incomc families. For over 35 years it has served as a cost-effective 
means for delivering safe and affordable housing in the private market. This 20 1 5 funding level is expected to 
assist approximately 2.2 million families and support new incremental vouchers for homeless veterans. It is 
important to note the effect that sequestration had on this program and the lengths to which HUD and PHAs went 
to preserve units for families currently receiving assistance. By using both program reserv'es and contingency 
funding, HUD did not terminate any family’s assistance due to sequestration. No family housed by the program 
was evicted from that housing. However, approximately 74,000 families who could have moved from Housing 
Choice Voucher waiting lists and into housing remain on those waiting lists. 

The Budget also provides a total of $6.5 billion to operate public housing and modernize its aging physical assets 
through the Public Housing Operating ($4.6 billion) and Capital ($1.9 billion) funds, a critical investment that will 
help over 1.1 million extremely low- to low-incomc households obtain or retain housing. Similarly, through a $9.7 
billion request in funding for the PBRA program, the Department will provide rental assistance funding to 
privately-owned multifamily rental housing projects to serve over 1 .2 million families nationwide. 

Creating Stability in the Project-Based Rental Assistance Program 

The Budget request of $9.7 billion for the PBRA program will allow HUD to shift to a calendar year funding 
approach for renewal contracts in fiscal year 2015, which is consistent with current practice in the Housing Choice 
Voucher and Public Housing programs, and should result in more predictable funding cycles in future years. In FY 
2015, for all multiyear contracts in the middle of their contract terms, HUD would place funding on contracts as 
they come up sufficient to carry them through the end of calendar year 2015. For contracts whose term expires 
during fiscal year 2015 and a new contract is executed, IfUD would place 12 months of funding on the contract 
at the time of execution (however, the subsequent funding event would transition those contracts to the calendar 
year funding cycle). HUD docs not expect the transition to a calendar year funding approach to have significant 
impact on .stakeholders, investc>r.s, or lenders because there will be no change in underlying contract tenns or 
duration. Rather, the Department will only shift the timing for funding of the contract, similar to past practice 
during periods covered by Continuing Resolution and during fiscal year 20 1 3, post-sequestration, which wa.s 
effectuated due to implementation of new business processes and information technology' .systems. HUD believes 
that 12'month calendar year funding w ill increase the predictability of funding under the program, allowing owners 
to continue leveraging private debt and equity on advantageous terms. In addition, this approach will assure 
funding is in place on all multi-year contract renewals during the critical first quarter of the following year — a 
period when funding uncertainty can be high. 

Reducing Administrative Burdens and Increasing Efficiency 

This Budget recognizes the need to simplify, align, and reform programs to reduce administration burdens and 
increase efficiency across programs by: 

• Enabling PHAs to Combine Operating and Capital Funds. 

To both simplify the program and reduce the administrative burden on State and local public housing 
authorities, the Budget provides all PHAs with full flexibility to use their operating and capital funds for 
any eligible capital or operating expense. 

• Providing Flexibility for PHAs to Improve Supportive Services for Assisted Households. 

The Budget proposes streamlining and flexibility measures to help PHAs improve supportive services for 
assisted families. The Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) program will be consolidated and aligned to enable 
PHAs to more uniformly serve both TBRA and Public Housing residents. This program, which the Budget 
also expands to residents of PBRA housing, aims to connect residents to resources and services to find and 
retain jobs that lead to economic independence and self-sufficiency. 
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Rebuilding our Nation \s Affordable Housing Stock 

Over the last 75 years, the Federal Government has invested billions of dollars in the development and 
maintenance of public and multifamily housing, which serve as crucial resources for some of our country's most 
vulnerable families. Despite this sizable Federal investment and the great demand for deeply affordable rental 
housing, we continue to see a decline in the number of available affordable housing units. Unlike otherforms of 
assisted housing that serve very similar populations, the public housing stock is nearly fully reliant on federal 
appropriations from the Capital Fund to make capital repairs. Funding and regulatory constraints have impaired 
the ability for these local and state entities to keep up with needed life-cycle improvements. The most reeent 
capital needs study of the public housing stock, completed in 2010, estimated the backlog of unmet need at 
approximately $26 billion, or $23,365 per unit. Funding for the Capital Fund has been insufficient to 
meaningfully reduce public housing’s backlog of repair and replacement needs or even meet the estimated $3 
billion in annual accrual needs. Under the strain of this backlog, and without financing tools commonly available 
to other forms of affordable housing, the public housing inventory has lost an average of 10,000 units annually 
through demolitions and dispositions. 

• Rental Assistance Demonstration 

In addition to the public housing stock, the RAD program targets certain “at-risk” HUD legacy programs. 
Prior to RAD, units assisted under Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation (MR) were limited to short-term 
renewals and constrained rent levels that inhibit the recapitalization of the properties, and units assisted 
under Rent Supplement (RS) and Rental Assistance Program (RAP) had no ability to retain project-based 
assistance beyond the current contract term. As a result, as their contracts expired, these projects would no 
longer be available as affordable housing assets. 

Conversion to long-term Section 8 rental assistance, as permitted under RAD, is essential to preserving 
these scarce affordable housing assets and protecting the investment of taxpayer dollars these programs 
represent. Long-term Section 8 rental assistance allows for state and local entities to leverage sources of 
private and public capital to rehabilitate their properties. While the Department expects and continues to 
process Public Housing conversions of assistance without additional subsidy, HUD requests $10 million in 
2015 for the incremental subsidy costs of converting assistance under RAD for very limited purposes. Such 
funding will be targeted only to public housing projects that are: 1 ) not feasible to convert at current 
funding levels, and 2)located in hIgh-poverty neighborhoods, including designated Promise Zones, where 
the Administration is supporting comprehensive revitalization efforts. The Department estimates that the 
$10 million in incremental subsidies will support the conversion and redevelopment of approximately 
5,000 public housing units that would not otherwise be feasible to convert and sufficiently stabilize over 
the long term without incremental subsidies, while helping to increase private investment in the targeted 
projects. 

In addition to the funding request, the proposed legislative changes to RAD are designed to allow for 
maximum participation by those PHAs and private owners whose current funding levels are sufficient for 
conversion. This includes, for example, elimination of the 60,000 unit cap, which will allow for a greater 
portion of the Public Housing stock that can convert at no cost to the federal government to participate in 
the demonstration. 


Increasing the Production of Affordable Housing Capital Projects 

Since its addition to the tax laws in 1986, the ITHTC program has been used to create affordable rental-housing 
units across the country. Annually, the program supports 95,000 jobs and generates $2.7 billion in Stale, local, and 
Tederai revenues. The LIHTC program is administered by State agencies with assistance and guidance from the 
Treasury Department and the Internal Revenue Service. 

in fiscal year 2015, as part of the interagency Rental Policy Working Group, HUD, the Departments of Treasury 
and Agriculture, the Domestic Policy Council (DPC), the Office of Management and Budget (0MB), and the 
National Economic Council (NEC) will continue to collaborate to pursue greater flexibility to State and local 
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agencies that administer LIHTC programs, as well as to developers and investors, to continue to enable the creation 
of affordable housing in markets where it is needed the most. 

The Administration's fiscal year 2015 revenue provisions reflect this collaboration. They include a new proposal to 
implement protections in LIHTC buildings for victims of domestic abuse; they enhance a proposal from the 
previous year that would empower states to convert some tax-exempt private activity bond volume cap into 
allocable LIHTCs; and they carry forward four critically important proposals from the fiscal year 2014 Budget; 

• A new proposal regarding Protections for Victims of Domestic Violence would implement the 
requirement that bars owners of LIHTC buildings from discriminating against victims of actual or 
threatened domestic violence and would clarity that occupancy restrictions or preferences for such 
victims are an allowable exception to the general-puhlic-usc requirement. 

• The proposal to create Private Activity Rond Conversion Authority has been enhanced. As was the case 
last year, the proposal would create much needed flexibility in how' states implement the LIHTC 
program. Specifically, the 2015 proposal would allow states to convert up to 8% of their tax-exempt 
Private Activity Bond authority (PAB cap) into allocable (so-called 9%) LIH'fCs, increasing a state’s 
allocable LIHTCs by almost 23% and addressing several other goals as well. First, for many projects, 
this proposal eliminates the need for going through unnecessary bond issuance procedures, which 
reduces transaction costs. Second, converting PAB cap into allocable LIHTCs brings more projects into 
the competitive LIH'fC allocation process, efleclively giving states more authority to better prioritize 
projects with limited resources. Third, it would let states avail themselves of the greater flexibility that 
they have to increase eligible basis (and thus to increase credits) for high-priority projects that are subject 
to the LIHTC allocation ceiling (as compared with projects subject to the PAB cap). In addition to 
enabling slates to convert PAB cap into allocable LIHTCs, the 2015 provisions introduce a proposed 
altemative method for earning (so-called) '‘4 percent” LIHTCs. If a developer receives an allocation of 
PAB cap sufficient to issue bonds that would finance at least half of a project, the developer may be able 
to cam the desired LIHTCs without Issuing bonds that are not needed for financing purposes. 

The following proposals are being carried forward — 

• To maintain a preservation focus, the Administration is proposing a new Selection Criterion for 
Preservation of Affordable Housing. Adding this criterion to Qualified Action Plans under IRC Sec. 
42(m)(l)(C) will encourage states to consider how to address the preservation needs of affordable 
housing. 

• The Administration also builds on the now-expired temporary 9% credit floor provisions in the Housing 
and Economic Recovery Act of 2008 and the American Taxpayer Relief Act of 2012. This proposal to 
Improve (he Formulas for Allocated Credit Rates will revise the present value formula for allocated 
LIHTCs to increase the annual credit percentage rate and more accurately reflect market practice. 

• As in the 2014 Budget, the Administration is proposing an elective Average Income Criterion. This 
criterion would encourage a greater range of incomes in LIHTC-supported affordable housing by 
allowing developers to choose an income-limitation requirement that would be satisfied if households in 
the low-income units have an average income no greater than 60 percent of AML with no household 
above 80 percent AML An additional provision would allow certain existing tenants to remain in 
residence without impairing the developer’s entitlement to LIHTCs. 

• The Administration is also addressing LIHTCs Earned by Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITs). This 
proposal is designed to diversify the pool of investors for LIHTCs and to increase the overall demand for 
LIHTCs. The propo.sal would allow a REIT that earns LIHTCs to provide a tax benefit to its investors 
by paying tax-exempt dividends to them in an amount almost triple the amount of the REIT's LIHTCs. 

This Budget also continues to propose $1 billion in mandatory funding for the National Housing Trust Fund to 
leverage LIHTC and help meet the growing need for quality, affordable housing. 


Goa! 3: Use Housing as a Platform for Improving Quality of Life 
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Stable housing provides an ideal platform for delivering a wide variety of health and social services to improve 
economic, health, and broad-based societal outcomes. For some, housing alone is sufficient to ensure healthy 
outcomes, while others require housing with supportive services to assist with activities of daily living or long- 
term self-sufficiency, as well as proximity to crucial services. HUD’s fiscal year 2015 Budget acknowledges this 
reality by making critical investments in housing and supportive services, and partnering with other federal 
agencies to maximize resources and best practices. Moreover, these investments will save money in the long term, 
by avoiding overuse of expensive emergency and institutional interventions. 

Preventing and Ending Homelessness 

Nowhere is the relationship between housing and supportive services clearer than in the successful efforts in 
communities around the country to address homelessness, which have led to a 24 percent reductions in veterans’ 
homelessness and a 16% reduction in chronic homelessness since 2010. Additionally, this work has yielded a 
substantial body of research, which demonstrates that providing permanent supportive housing to chronically 
homeless individuals and families not only ends their homelessness, but also yields substantial cost saving in 
public health, criminal justice, and other systems. This year’s Budget once again invests in this critical effort, by 
providing $2.4 billion in Homeless Assistance Grants. This funding level will support competitive programs that 
annually serve over 800,000 homeless families and individuals, and create 37,000 beds of permanent supportive 
housing for chronically homeless persons to reach the goal of ending chronic homelessness in 2016. This includes 
funding for the Emergency Solutions Grants program, which will continue the work of the Homelessness 
Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Program. 

Moreover, HUD continues to focus on the unique needs of veterans through both its targeted homeless programs 
and its mainstream housing programs using successful methods and interv'entions. Currently, an estimated one 
out of every' six men and women in our nation’s homeless shelters are veterans, and veterans are 50 percent more 
likely to fall into homelessness compared to other Americans. HUD is committed to providing affordable 
housing units to this unique homeless population, and has partnered with the Department Veterans Affairs (VA) 
CO develop targeted approaches to serve the homeless veteran populations. Accordingly, this Budget includes $75 
million for the HUD-VASH program, which combines tenant-based voucher assistance with case management 
and clinical services tailored to veterans and their families. This funding will provide 1 0,000 new vouchers to 
help veterans move from our streets into permanent supportive housing, in addition to the more than 62,000 
already allocated HUD-VASH vouchers provided in previous appropriations and 10,000 to be allocated in 2014, 
all of which have been critical to the reduction in veterans* homelessness. 

Leveraging Capital Resources and Serving our Most Vulnerable 

This Budget provides a total of $600 million for the Housing for the Elderly and Housing for Persons with 
Disabilities programs, which includes $20 million to support 3,400 additional supportive housing units. Doing 
more with less, the Budget proposes reforms to the Housing for the Elderly program to target resources to help 
tho.se most in need, reduce the up-front cost of new awards, and better connect residents with the supportive 
services they need to age in place and live independently. 

Historically, HUD has provided both capital advances and operating subsidies to non-profit sponsors to construct 
and manage multifamily housing for low-income people with disabilities, in an effort to maximize the creation of 
new affordable units in a time of funding restraints, in fiscal year 2012 HUD began providing operating assistance 
to state housing agencies that formed partnerships with state health care agencies for service provision to low- 
income persons with disabilities. These funds are used to set aside supportive units for this target population in 
affordable housing complexes whose capital costs are hinded through Low-Income Housing Tax Credits, HOME 
funds, or other sources. Investing Section 8 1 1 funds under this authority allows HUD to rely on the expertise of 
the State housing agencies to administer the award and on the State health care agency to identify the most critical 
population to be served and guarantee the delivery of appropriate services. In fiscal year 20 1 4, HUD requested, 
nd received, similar authority for the Section 202 program. Drawing on lessons learned from implementation in 
me Section 81 1 program, HUD will take advantage of efficiencies inherent in these same agencies' oversight 
responsibilities for tax credits, HOME funds or similar housing funding. 
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Goal 4: Build Strong, Resilient and Inclusive Communities 

No longer can the American economy tolerate the marginalization from the labor force of significant numbers of 
people because of individualized or systemic discrimination, or .because they live In isolated neighborhoods of 
concentrated poverty. An American economy built to last requires an increased supply of affordable rental 
homes in safe, mixed-income communities that provide access'to jobs, good schools, transportation, high-quality 
services, and, most importantly, economic self-sufficiency. As siich, HlJD’s fiscal year 2015 Budget puts 
communities in a position to plan for the future and draws fully, upon their resources, most importantly their 
people. 

Each year HUD dedicates approximately 16 percent of its funds to the capital costs of housing and economic 
development projects throughout the country. Through this investment, IIUD and its partners are able to provide 
better opportunities for people living in neighborhoods of concentrated poverty and segregation, offer choices 
that help families live closer to jobs and schools, and support locally driven solutions to overarching economic 
development challenges. HUD’s capital grants — including the Public Housing Capital Fund, Choice 
Neighborhoods, CDBG, and HOME. — are focused on assisting areas of great need, including communities with 
high unemployment. 

Preserving HUD 's Major Block Grant Programs for Community Development and Housing 

Through both formula and competitive grants, HUD has partnered with local organizations and state and local 
governments to fund innovative solutions to community development challenges. Underpinning these partnerships 
is the fundamental philosophy that local decision-makers are best poised to drive a cohesive development 
strategy. In 2015, IfUD is requesting a total of $2.87 billion in funding for the Community Development Fund to 
support economic development initiatives and projects that demonstrate the ability to connect private sector growth 
to some of our country’s most distressed citizens and communities, and $950 million for the HOME program. 

The Budget requests $2.8 billion for the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), which remains the largest 
and most adaptable community and economic development program in the Federal portfolio for meeting the unique 
needs of states and local governments. Since its inception in 1974, CDBG has invested in economic development 
at the local level, investing in infrastructure, providing essential public services and housing rehabilitation, and 
creating Jobs primarily for low-and moderate-income families. Altogether, CDBG funding annually reache.s an 
estimated 7,000 local governments across the country, in communities of all shapes and sizes. However, with the 
goal of ensuring CDBG funds effectively provide targeted benefits to these communities, especially to low- and 
moderate-income populations, HUD proposes a suite of reforms to strengthen the program; help grantees target 
funding to areas of greatest need; enhance program accountability: synchronize critical program cycles with the 
con.solidated plan; and reduce the number of small grantees while providing more options for regional 
coordination, administration and planning. 

Ofien. CDBG dollars alone are not sufficient to complete crucial economic development projeets that communitie.s 
desperately need. In those in,slances, HUD offers another potent public investment tool in the form of the Section 
108 Loan Guarantee program. Section 108 allows states and local governments to leverage their CDBG grants and 
other local funds into federally guaranteed loans in order to pursue large-scale physieal and economie investment 
projects that can revitalize entire neighborhoods or provide affordable housing to low- and moderate-income 
persons. In 2015, HUD is requesting Section 108 loan guarantee authority of $500 million, and continuation of a 
fee-based structure will eliminate the need for budget authority to cover the program’s credit subsidy . 

In addition, the HOME program is proposed at $950 million and the Budget proposes legislative changes to better 
target the assistance provided with this funding. HOME is the primary federal tool of state and local governments 
for the production of affordable rental and for-sale housing for low-income families. In the past 21 years, HOME 
has completed 1.15 million affordable units. Although the Administration is committed to addressing the nation’s 
worst case housing nced.s by increasing the supply of affordable housing to low-income families, the Department is 
requesting reduced funding levels in several programs, including a five percent decrease in HOME, given the tight 
fiscal situation facing the federal government. In addition, the Budget proposes statutory changes that would revise 
"grandfathering” provisions and eliminate the dual allocation threshold for HOME participating Jurisdictions, 
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permit statewide non-profits to be designated as Community Housing Development Organizations (CMDOs), and 
provide for a formula reallocation of recaptured CHDO set-aside funds. 

Assisting Native Americans and Native Hawaiians 

Through innovative programming, HUD has found new ways to partner with American Indian and Alaska Native 
tribal governments to help these communities craft and implement sustainable, locally-driven solutions to 
economic development challenges. HUD recognizes the right of Indian self-determination and tribal self- 
governance, and has fostered partnerships that allow tribal recipients the flexibility to design and implement 
appropriate, place-based housing programs according to local needs and customs. In most of these communities, 
housing and infrastructure needs are severe and widespread, disconnected from transportation networks and 
isolated from key community assets including jobs, schools and healthcare facilities. In fiscal year 2015, HUD is 
requesting a total of $741 million to fund programs that will directly support housing and economic development in 
American Indian, Alaskan Native, and Native Hawaiian communities nationwide, including; 

• $650 million for the Indian Housing Block Grant (IHBG) program, which is the single largest source of 
funding for housing on Indian tribal lands today. To accelerate implementation of prior-year IHBG funds, 
the Budget also proposes to withhold 2015 funds from large tribal grantees that are holding excessive 
unspent balances, and to allocate any funds withheld to other grantees under the program. 

• $70 million for Indian Community Development Block Grants, a flexible source of grant ftmds for 
Federally-recognized tribes or eligible Indian entities, requested within the Community Development Fund. 

• $13 million for Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant program, to develop homcownership units as well 
as support the prevention of foreclosures and the promotion of responsible homcownership. 

• $8 million for the Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund, which provides loan guarantees to increase the 
availability of mortgage lending on Indian reservations and other Indian areas. 

Transforming Neighborhoods of Poverty 

The President has made it clear that we cannot create an economy built from the middle class out if: a fifth of 
America’s children live in poverty, at a cost of $500 billion per year — fully 4% of GDP— due to reduced skills 
development and economic productivity, increased later life crime, and poor health; a growing population lives 
with the problems of concentrated neighborhood poverty — high unemployment rates, rampant crime, health 
disparities, inadequate early care and education, struggling schools, and disinvestment — all of which isolate them 
from the global economy. 

That’s why HlJD’s fiscal year 2015 Budget provides $120 million for Choice Neighborhoods to continue 
transformative investments in high-poverty neighborhoods where distressed HUD-assisted public and privately 
owned housing is located. Choice Neighborhoods — along with RAD- is an essential element of the President’s 
Promise Zones initiative to create ladders of opportunity for Americans living in our most distressed 
neighborhoods. This initiative is designed to support revitalization in some of America’s highest-poverty 
communities by creating jobs, attracting private investment, increasing economic activity, expanding educational 
opportunity, and reducing violent crime. Other key rungs on the Ladders of Opportunity include raising the 
minimum wage, increasing access to high-quality preschool, promoting fatherhood and marriage, and revitalizing 
America’s high schools. 

The President announced the first five Promise Zones in January 2014 and will designate up to an additional 15 
Zones in the year ahead. Communities compete to earn a Promise Zone designation by identifying a set of positive 
outcomes, developing a strategy, encouraging private investment and realigning federal, state, and local resources 
to support achievement of those outcomes. The Promise Zone designation process ensures rural and Native 
American representation. Promise Zones will receive tax incentives, if approved, to stimulate hiring and business 
investment along with intensive federal support and teehnical assistance aimed at breaking down regulatory 
barriers and using Federal fund.s available to them at the loeal level more effectively. Applicants from Promise 
'ones will also receive points for competitive federal grants that will increase the odds of qualify ing for support 
and assistance to help them achieve their goals. 
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Promise Zones are aligning the work of multiple federal programs in communities that have both substantial needs 
and a strong plan to address them. The Promise Zones initiative builds on the lessons learned from existing place- 
based programs like the Department of Education’s Promise Neighborhoods and the Department of Justice’s Byrne 
Criminal Justice Innovation program, both ofwhiph receive substantial increases in the Budget. Other federal 
agencies that will be aligning their work with that of local Promise Zone partners include the Departments of 
Commerce, Health and Human Services, and Agriculture. 

The Choice Neighborhoods initiative is a central element of the Administration’s inter-agency, place-based strategy 
to support local communities in developing the tools they need to revitalize neighborhoods of concentrated poverty 
into neighborhoods of opportunity. The Department’s administration of the first rounds of funding for Choice 
Neighborhoods grants exemplify how our practices generate effective partnerships with local housing and 
community development efforts. In the past, many federal grant programs followed a rigid, top-down, ‘one-size fits 
air approach that dictated what local policymakers could and could not do rather than listening to them and 
providing the tools they needed to meet local needs. Having served in local government myself, I am committed to 
a collaborative approach responsive to local needs - and believe the results thus far demonstrate that we are making 
good on that commitment. 

Helping Cities, Towns, and Regions to Plan Their Economic Future 

The President is committed to making America a magnet for jobs. But attracting new businesses to our shores 
depends on urban, suburban and rural areas that feature more housing and transportation choices, homes that arc 
near jobs, transportation networks that move goods and people efficiently, all while lowering the cost and health 
burdens on families, businesses and the taxpayer. When America's metropolitan areas and rural communities are 
struggling to rebound from the economic crisis and compete for jobs on a global scale, 20lh Century practices arc 
just not sufficient to attract businesses that have the flexibility to locate wherever they see the potential to hire 
committed and skilled workers. Increasingly, Mayors and business and community leaders are instituting and 
demanding new economic development approaches that simultaneously focus business recruitment on industry 
clusters, unique place-based resources, and community development strategies that ensure that employees have 
affordable housing choices, can get to work quickly and affordably, and are able to enjoy a high quality of life. 

The Office of Economic Resilience (OER), located within HlID’s Office of Community Planning and 
Development, will foster and incubate innovative program, practice and policy throughout the Department and with 
other agencies by focusing on partnering with communities to: I) strengthen and divensify their economies in ways 
that allow them to effectively compete on a global stage, 2) retain and recruit workers that demand high quality 
places with robust local services and amenities, 3) address distressed and isolated neighborhoods that minimize 
access to opportunity for residents, and 4) effectively align and deploy federal, state and local funding for 
development and Infrastnicliire. 

OER will work In partnership with other federal agencies like Departments of Commerce, Transportation, 
Agriculture and Energy, Health and Human Servicc.s. the Ivnvironmentai Protection Agency, Small Business 
Administration and others - to build the capacity of local, regional and state governments, community 
organizations and business leaders to prepare and execute data-driven community economic development and 
infrastructure investment strategies. We know how important these planning tools are to regional economies - 
particularly those which rely on integrated supply chains that cross national borders and are essential to meeting the 
President’s charge to double U.S. exports over the next five years. These investments will also leverage and increase 
the ripple effects of other Administration proposals to overhaul America’s deteriorating infrastructure, including the 
Infrastructure Bank, as well as Project Rebuild and other elements of the American Jobs Act, as we leverage 
increased residential and commercial construction around transit and other infrastructure investments. 

Ensuring Inclusive Housing Nationwide 

An inclusive community is one in which all people — regardless of race, ethnicity, religion, sex, disability, or 
familial status — have equal access to housing and economic opportunities. Throughout its portfolio of programs, 
HUD is committed to maintaining that inclusivity and providing accountability in housing and lending practices 
nationwide. Through inclusive development, education, enforcement of fair housing laws, expanded training aud 
language assi.stance, HUD will affirmatively further fair housing and the ideals of an open society'. 
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The Fair Housing Initiatives Program (FHIP) is critical to building and sustaining inclusive communities. FHIP is 
the only grant program within the federal government whose primary purpose is to support private efforts to 
educate the public about fair housing rights and conduct private enforcement of the Fair Housing Act. In fiscal 
year 2015, HUD is requesting approximately $45.6 million iii FHIP funds, representing the Departmenf s strong 
commitment to fair housing. The requested amount will continue funding to support fair housing enforcement by 
all statutorily eligible private fair housing organizations. In addition it will fund fair housing education at the 
local, regional and national levels. 

The Fair Housing Assistance Program (FHAP) is a critical component of HUD’s effort to ensure the public's 
right to housing free from discrimination. FHAP multiplies HUD’s enforcement capabilities, allowing the 
Department to protect fair housing rights in an efficient and effective manner. In fact, FHAP agencies investigate 
the majority of housing discrimination complaints filed in the United States. In Fiscal year 2015, the Budget 
provides $23.3 million in FHAP grants to 95 government agencies, including 37 states, 60 localities, and the 
District of Columbia, to enforce laws that prohibit housing discrimination that have been reviewed and deemed 
substantially equivalent to Federal law. 

Ensuring that an Economy Built from the Middle Class Out Includes Opportunities for Rural Americans 
The Administration has placed a significant emphasis on ensuring that America’s rural communities are 
competitive in the global economy - particularly given the reality that rural communities generally have less access 
to publie transportation, along with higher poverty rates and inadequate housing. HUD serves families in small 
towns and rural communities through almost eveiy major program it funds. 

As the single largest sources of funding for housing on Indian tribal lands today, HUD initiatives in Indian country 
continue to have some of the Department’s most successful track records. Programs like Indian Housing Block 
Grants, Indian Housing Loan Guarantees, and Indian Community Development Block Grants support development 
in remote areas where safe, affordable housing is desperately needed. HUD also directly supports housing and 
'economic development initiatives in remote areas of Hawaii, through the Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant 
Program. HUD recognizes the right of Indian self-determination and tribal self-governance by allowing the 
recipients the flexibility to design and implement appropriate, place-based housing programs according to local 
needs and customs. Taken together, in fiscal year 20 15 HUD is requesting $741 million to fund programs that will 
support housing and development in American Indian, Alaska Native, and Native Hawaiian communities. 

In addition, HUD and the Department of Agriculture meet regularly through an interagency rental housing policy 
group to better align and coordinate affordable rental housing programs. Altogether, over 800,000 families in rural 
communities are directly assisted through the HCV program. Public Housing, and Multifamily programs, with 
another 450,000 assisted through USDA. For homeowners, the FHA helps first-time homebuyers and other 
qualified families ail over the country purchase their own homes. 

FfUD has also entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with the Department of Treasury’s Community 
Development Financial institutions Fund and the Department Agriculture - Rural Development, to expand the 
capacity of organizations providing loans and investment capital in underserved rural regions. The initiative, which 
is being piloted in colonias along the U.S.-Mexico border, will improve the delivery of funding from federal 
agencies and private sources supporting small business, affordable housing and community facilities. 


Goal 5: Achieving Operational Excellence 

A 2 U' century American economy that is a magnet for jobs and equips its residents with the skills they need for 
those jobs demands a government that’s leaner, smarter, and more transparent. The current economic and 
housing crisis; the structural affordability challenges facing low-income homeowners and renters; and the new, 
nuitidimensional challenges facing our urban, suburban, and rural communities ail require an agency in which 
the fundamentals matter and the basics function. As such, HUD remains committed to transforming the way it 
does business. This transformation is more crucial now than perhaps ever before ~ HUD remains at the 
forefront of the Federal response to the national mortgage crisis, economic recoveiy^ Hurricane Sandy 
recovery', and the structural gap between household incomes and national housing prices - roles that require an 
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agency that is nimble and market-savvy, with the capacity and expertise necessary to galvanize HUD’s vast 
network of partners. HUD’s 2015 Budget reflects these critical roles, by investing in transfonnation, research, 
and development that will be implemented strategically. 

Investing In Our Staff 

HUD’s greatest resource is its dedicated staff. When employees attain skills and are motivated to use those skills 
to help their organization reach goals, the capacity of the organization grows and employees in the organization 
grow as well: which is why HUD is creating training and leadership development opportunities for employees at all 
levels. Over time, the rules and regulations that develop within an organization become hurdles instead of the 
helpful pathways they were intended to be. HUD is in the process of simplifying and combining programs, 
streamlining regulations, and eliminating rules and constraints. In addition, the Department is in the middle of a 
major reform of Us information technology, human resources, procurement, and other internal support functions to 
give more authority to managers and provide better service to HUD customers. 

In 2015, HUD is requesting $1.52 billion in salaries and expenses, including $28 million for Ginnie Mae and $129 
million for HUD's Office of Inspector Genera! (OIG). The HUD request includes .several initiatives to streamline 
the HUD organization and increase training for our staff. These efforts are supported by a modified resource 
account structure, and justified by increased detail of how HUD staff support the programs in the department. HUD 
is making specific investments of more staff to manage major rental assistance programs, increasing our ability to 
enforce new fair housing rules and provide more oversight to our community grant programs. The Department will 
continue to improve operations and create a dynamic organi7.atioii capable of addressing some of our nation's most 
difficult challenges. HUD remains at the forefront of the Federal response to the national mortgage crisis, the 
economic recovery, and the structural gap between household incomes and national housing prices. 

Creating Efficiency and Effectiveness in HUD Operations 

The Budget includes a reorganization plan for the Office of Multifamily Housing (MFH) that will ultimately 
consolidate 52 existing Multifamily field offices to 12 field offices. Not only will this plan streamline Muitifamily 
processes, but when the current plan is fully implemented by fiscal year 201 6. it l.s estimated that Multifamily will 
save over $60 million annually. This transfonnation will help MFII better serve its customers and stakeholders, 
operate more efficiently and consistently, engage and fully utilize staff, and improve its risk management. These 
changes are necessary to ensure MFH's operating model keeps pace with current market demands, while providing 
for future flexibility. While this transformation will achieve significant savings in a tight budget environment, the 
primary goal is improving MFH’s ability to deliver on its mission. 

The transformation builds on the success of past initiatives, such as Breaking Ground and Sustaining our 
Investments. These initiatives helped MFH respond to the financial crisis by reducing backlogs and improving 
application speed, while classifying assets according to risk. This provided liquidity and stability during and after 
the crisis. Despite these initiatives, however. MFH continues to operate within a harsh financial and fiscal 
environment, and with a legacy operating model unfit to meet the needs of its customers and stakeholders in the 
2 1st century. 

Carrying Out Critical Program Demonstrations and Research 

HUD’s ongoing transformation is a multiyear effort that can only be achieved through the relentless focus of 
agency leadership, full transparency and accountability for real results, and sustained and flexible budget resources. 
The Transformation Initiative (Tl) remains the primary source of funding for this tran.sformation. Since TI was 
first enacted in 2010, it has bolstered research, evaluation, and program demonstrations crucial for increasing the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the Department's programs. Further, Tl has provided a mechanism for innovative, 
cross-cutting technical assistance that goes beyond program compliance to improve grantee capacity, performance 
and outcomes. 

While the Department’s transformation is a crucial long-term commitment, HUD continues to prioritize these 
efforts in a responsible manner that ensures HUD’s constituent services don’t suffer at the hands of internai 
transformation. This year’s Budget proposes a Dcpartincnt-wide HUD Transformation Initiative Fund to be funded 
by transfers from program accounts of up to 0.5 percent at the Secretary’s discretion. In fiscal year 2015, HUD’s 
reque.st includes transfer authoritv’ of up to $80 million into its Transformation Initiative Fund for priorities such as: 
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• Research and Evaluation 

To strategically increase efficiency and effectiveness of the Department’s programs through examining 
policy questions and assessing program functioning and outcomes, Tl-funded research complements the 
data infrastructure created through Research and Technology funding of national housing surveys. TI will 
support research priorities developed in a five-year Research Roadmap by the Office of Policy 
Development and Research. The Roadmap reflects a year-long process of consulting with stakeholders 
about the research questions that are most relevant and crucial for housing and urban development policy 
and that HUD is best positioned to advance in a timely way. 

• Program Demonstrations 

Demonstrations test new program approaches in a carefully structured and rigorously evaluated manner, 
and are essential mechanisms for evidence-based policy improvements. For example, the Rental Assistance 
Demonstration (RAD), approved in fiscal year 2012, supports trial conversion of public housing and 
certain multifamily properties to long-term project-based contracts. Tl will enable evaluation of outcomes. 
HUD is also proposing to implement the successful evidence-based policies established by the Jobs-Plus 
Demonstration to increase the earnings and employment of public housing residents. A process evaluation 
conducted in tandem through Tl will document successful local adaptations and how this larger scale 
implementation affects outcomes. 

• Surveys and Data Infrastructure 

The Office of Policy Development and Research (PD&R) provides fundamental support for informed 
decisions by the Department and national policy makers through data collection, research, policy analysis 
and program evaluations. PD&R has a key role in the improvement of national housing data infrastructure, 
rigorous evaluations of major HUD programs, and meeting other key national information needs including 
disaster response and recovery research. In fiscal year 2015, HUD is requesting $50 million to fund the 
nation’s basic data infrastructure and share research knowledge on housing and community development. 
Complementing Tl, Research and Technology funds continue the transformation of PD&R into the 
nation's leading research organization addressing the wide array of America’s housing and urban 
development challenges. 

• Delivering Strategic and Cross-cutting Technical Assistance 

To ensure HUD’s funds make the most impact in the communities where they are invested, HUD has 
shifted from making small investments in narrow, compliance-focused assistance to comprehensive, 
results-oricnted capacity building that assists both grantees with deeply-rooted management and financial 
challenges, as well as those driving innovation by being the first to implement new polices or programs. 
HUD delivers intensive, place-based technical assistance, working hand-in-hand with jurisdictions, housing 
authorities, and other stakeholders that are experiencing a range of capacity challenges. HUD also 
provides ongoing training and development on principles fundamental to operating housing and 
community development programs effectively, such as financial management and using data to drive 
decision-making. HUD’s TA resources and training arc increasingly offered online to make access easier 
for many stakeholders and to reduce the costs of providing TA. 

Upgrading the Department’s Information Technology Infrastructure 

In 2015, HUD is requesting $272 million in the Information Technology Fund, formerly the Working Capital Fund. 
HUD will continue development efforts and primarily focus on delivery of discrete capabilities in our rental 
assistance system, known as the Next Generation Management System (NGMS) and FHA systems, as well as the 
impiementalion of New Core. New Core will enhance capabilities in financial management, travel, procurement, 
and workforce planning to better support .strategic decision making. New Core will transition HUD’s core financial 
management functions to the Treasury Department in the largest financial management shared service arrangement 
stablished to date, and implement a HUD enterprise-wide Financial system that will allow the Department to 
resolve material weakness and audit findings while optimizing cost sharing though a consolidated shared services 
infrastructure platform. These changes will allow HUD to deliver services and manage these multi-billion dollar 
programs faster, more accurately and using better information for analysis. These funds are crucial to complement 
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HUD’s transformation efforts, providing resources for maintaining and improving Department-wide information 
technology systems. 

Conclusion 

Chairman Latham, this Budget reflects the Administration’s recognition of the critical role the housing sector must 
play to ensure that America becomes a magnet for jobs that strengthen the nation’s middle class, including 
providing ladders of economic opportunity for all Americans, whatever their circumstances. Equally important, it 
expresses the confidence of the President in the capacity' of HUD to meet a high standard of performance. 

Given the economic moment we are in, HUD’s 2015 Budget proposal isn’t about spending more in 
America’s communities - it’s about investing smarter and more effectively. 

It's about making hard choices to reduce the deficit - and putting in place much-needed refonns to hold 
ourselves to a high standard of performance. But most of all, it’s about the results we deliver for the vulnerable 
people and places who depend on us most. 
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Mr. Latham. Thank you. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Seriously, I do want to say this is the last 
time I will be testifying in front of both you, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Latham. You are leaving? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Wishful thinking. Wishful thinking — and 
the ranking member, and I just wanted to thank you for your years 
of dedicated public service. We have been through decisions that 
were easy to make because we were able to expand opportunity, 
improve government. We have been through difficult decisions even 
as recently as last week on our MultiFamily Transformation. And 
I can’t thank you enough for your dedicated public service. 

Mr. Latham. That was good. The question starts as highlighted 
in my opening statement. 

Your request assumes FHA receipts of $14 billion in fiscal year 
2015. This is $1.4 billion over this year’s projection and a whopping 
$2.8 billion over CBO’s latest estimate for 2015. If the CBO esti- 
mates remain this low, receipt scoring changes will create a signifi- 
cant hole in your budget. And I just ask you, what are the driving 
factors or changes in assumptions that resulted in a $1.4 billion in- 
crease over 2014 and a $2.8 billion difference with CBO? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. This is obviously very critical for being able 
to put a strong budget together. I think the key thing I would point 
to is we made two very significant changes last year in our pre- 
miums. That significantly increased the returns. So even though 
volume we are predicting to be lower, the returns are higher be- 
cause of those premium changes. 

As I understand it, CBO has not yet factored those into the scor- 
ing, and so as they update their scoring, our hope is — obviously 
there are other assumptions that may be different, but our hope 
would certainly be that we would see an increase based on those 
premium increases that we instituted last year. 

Mr. Latham. It is going to be very difficult to fill the holes, obvi- 
ously, with a $2.8 billion shortfall, and will cause some really dif- 
ficult choices for us to make. I would ask that you talk to the CBO, 
share your assumptions and models, and report back to the sub- 
committee on the differences. You are not even on the same page, 
not even on the same chapter, the way it looks, and it will have 
dire consequences if it isn’t changed. 

There are a number of municipalities that are considering using 
eminent domain to acquire underwater performing mortgages and 
then refinance them as to FHA products. I understand a city in 
California has mailed letters to mortgage holders offering to buy 
these mortgages at a discount and threatening to use eminent do- 
main if the mortgage holders don’t sell. 

Where do you stand on that issue? Just give us some input and 
guidance. 


EMINENT DOMAIN 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Absolutely. 

I am actually quite familiar with the eminent domain process, 
having led the agency in New York City that is responsible for emi- 
nent domain there. 

There is a fundamental legal question here that is up to the 
courts on whether the mortgages themselves generally and then 
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also specifically the mortgages on the homes that they are looking 
at qualify under public purpose for eminent domain. That is a de- 
termination that needs to be and will be made by the court, be- 
cause not only of the regular process, but the lawsuits that have 
been brought. So I think it is too early for us to take a legal posi- 
tion on this until the courts have acted. 

Having said that, to be clear, we would not provide financing at 
values that were above what the court determined the value to be. 
And I think that is one of the fears that have been out there is that 
somehow eminent domain would bring the values down, write 
down these mortgages, and then somehow they could be refinanced 
at a significantly higher value by FHA. And that obviously that 
would not be the case. 

Mr. Latham. Wouldn’t it create great uncertainty for the finan- 
cial markets? 

Secretary Donovan. What I would say on this is that there is al- 
ready the underlying system of eminent domain that exists on the 
properties themselves, and given that the mortgages sit beyond 
that, that I don’t believe that it creates substantial uncertainty. 
There is some uncertainty that it creates which has to be resolved 
by the courts, but unfortunately I don’t think there is any shortcut 
to the legal process that has to play out under these decisions, be- 
cause ultimately eminent domain is a very specific local decision on 
whether this property does qualify under the rules of public pur- 
pose. 

Mr. Latham. Well, it may be a local issue, but it has national 
consequences, and I think is very significant as far as creditworthi- 
ness, interest rates, everything else. No sane investor is going to 
go into something, make a loan to someone, if they know, in fact, 
the city can just decide that they can take away the house and 
lower the value. 

Secretary Donovan. The law requires in eminent domain that 
full value, market value be paid, and so I think the greatest risk 
here is if we get a bad decision from the court that 

Mr. Latham. But if they are taking a whole neighborhood; the 
market value is going to be dramatically changed. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. If a correct decision were to happen, if they 
determine that it is possible, they would have to value it as it cur- 
rently is, not as the decision might change the neighborhood. 

Mr. Latham. In the last fiscal year bill, we had asked for a re- 
port by April 1st of 2014, which would be past due. On this issue 
of as far as the implications, do you know when we can see that? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. I don’t know immediately. Let me ask my 
team. 

We will have it to you very shortly. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. Good. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Pastor. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning, Mr. Donovan. 

I am going to talk about CDBG. While the overall number for 
CDBG programs is about the same as last year’s budget request, 
the funding request for formula grants to cities, counties and 
States is at the lowest level since 1976. The CDBG program was 
last reauthorized in 1994. Many things have changed in the last 20 
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years. Priorities have changed, funding has decreased, building 
methods have changed. So there has been a lot of changes in the 
last 20 years. 

In light of these changes, what can HUD do to ensure that the 
program is still responsive to the communities and their requests? 

MOVING CDBG FORWARD INITIATIVE 

Secretary DoNOVAN. It is a terrific question. And, first of all, to 
be very clear, we strongly support reauthorization of the program. 
And as we are approaching this major anniversary of the program 
later this year, we have undertaken a program that we call Moving 
CDBG Forward, an initiative where we reached out to more than 
20 different sets of stakeholders, held forums around the country 
to get input and comments, and based on that, we have suggested 
a set of changes to CDBG. 

We will be providing legislative language as part of our upcoming 
package to the committee, and basically it focuses on a few key 
things; first of all, to update the formula and the targeting of 
CDBG to make sure that we are reaching the neediest places. As 
you know, for example, Arizona, there has been enormous develop- 
ment in Arizona since the CDBG formula was created, and we real- 
ly don’t believe that the current formula best meets the needs of 
particularly places that have developed substantially over the last 
few decades. 

We also believe that there are ways that we can both streamline 
the program and improve its administration; for example, providing 
more flexibility to communities, particularly the smallest commu- 
nities, to be able to form regional coalitions, to share back-office 
functions, a range of things like that. And then there is also ac- 
countability to make sure t^hat we are able to measure the impacts 
and ensure that CDBG is having the kind of impacts that we all 
want for it. 

So I look forward to discussing that. It is obviously a first step 
for us, and we wanted to be able to work closely with the com- 
mittee on any potential changes this year. 

Mr. Pastor. In some cases the money, especially for smaller 
rural communities, the money comes through the State, and then 
the State — and then sometimes there is a lot of considerations that 
are used to determine what cities get what and what they don’t. 
And is that something that you want to change, or is that some- 
thing that you still want to keep in place? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Well, clearly, the State program is an im- 
portant piece of it, and we are not suggesting that we move to a 
system where every local community is an entitlement community. 
On the other hand, if we provide more flexibility for communities 
to join together and reach a scale where they would qualify as an 
entitlement community, there would be more options for some of 
those smaller communities to come together. 

Mr. Pastor. I don’t believe that reauthorization is probably a 
priority in this year’s session, so would you look at some regulatory 
changes to bring about some of these changes where you can and — 
where you can make the changes? 

Secretary Donovan. Absolutely. And, in fact, one of the efforts 
that was part of this Moving CDBG Forward outreach that we did 
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was to identify things that we could do on an administrative basis 
or a regulatory basis to improve the program. So, absolutely, that 
will be part of what we are undertaking, but we do want to discuss 
those with the committee as well and get your input, even if they 
are not — don’t require legislative change. 

Mr. Pastor. So what is the timeline on celebrating the anniver- 
sary and bringing about some of these changes? 

Secretary Donovan. So we should have in the next 6 to 8 weeks, 
I would expect, the package of legislative changes, and that would 
be for the entire administration, but it would include the specifics 
of this language and then to be able to work with you going for- 
ward over the summer both on the legislative piece of this, but also 
on the regulatory piece. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 

Mr. Latham. You are out of time. 

Mr. Pastor. Well, okay. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Pastor. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And following up on that, and what I understand — and correct 
me if I am wrong — that some of the proposal is to be — is elimi- 
nating small grantees, which likely means, you know, that the 
small guys will have to compete for statewide CDBG funding, 
statewide grants; is that accurate? 

FLEXIBILITY FOR SMA LL COMMUNITIES 

Secretary Donovan. We do have and in past years there have 
been proposals. Because there have been such significant reduc- 
tions in CDBG, we now have some grantees operating with pro- 
grams that are just a few hundred thousand dollars, and literally 
it is extremely difficult for them to be able to keep up with the ad- 
ministrative and other changes. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. It is interesting 

Secretary Donovan. What we are proposing is to allow them the 
flexibility to be able to join with neighboring communities for ad- 
ministration and other steps 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. But you are not requiring 

Secretary Donovan [continuing]. That would allow them to keep 
those grants. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. But you are not requiring that they do 
that in order to apply for these grants. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. We are not requiring it, but we want to pro- 
vide more options around that. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. I think some of the challenges — part of 
the reason these are small communities is they are hundreds of 
miles from other communities, and so that is part of the reason — 
and a couple hundred thousand dollars, though, isn’t much in the 
scope of your budget. It is a ton of money a small community that 
is applying for one of these grants. I mean, that is a tremendous 
asset. 

And I have heard from a number of my small communities that 
we need to protect, and I fully intend on helping protect, their ac- 
cess to these things. I mean, trust me, these small communities do 
band together where they can find efficiencies because they have 
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to. But part of the reason this is such a valuable option for them 
is because, you know, they are competing against large cities, and 
to require them kind of to be on that same playing field seems to 
me to be putting those rural communities at a disadvantage. 

Secretary Donovan. We are putting barriers in the way of them 
being able to work together through CDBG and our other block 
grants, and that is one of the things we want to change with these 
proposals. 

But I also think it is important that we recognize when we start 
to get to a scale of grants to communities where it is almost impos- 
sible for them to keep up with the requirements for accountability 
and reporting, that we risk wasting money that would be better 
spent if we can improve the program and create some of these effi- 
ciencies. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Well, let me ask, you are not going to 
lend to a grantee who can’t fulfill the administrative obligations, 
correct? I mean, I am sure that is part of letting a grant is they 
have to be able to fulfill everything. 

My point being, they are not going to be asking and applying for 
if — and you are not going to be giving it to them if they can’t do 
it. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. We do make the awards, and then they are 
required to meet requirements of the award. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Yeah. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. And so it would be a many-year process to 
track, create accountability, remove funding. Our step is to actually 
revoke funding if they are not meeting those requirements. So we 
would be awarding it to those communities. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Absolutely. My point is, having worked 
on development for a small nonprofit, you don’t get the award un- 
less you can demonstrate you can fulfill the obligations and re- 
quirements of the award generally, and I assume that is how you 
operate. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. That is at the local level. It is a block grant, 
and it is made by formula to the local community, and then we will 
check if they are complying. So it is a somewhat different process 
in terms of our relationship with the State or local government 
than the State or local government with an individual grantee, 
such as a nonprofit. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Totally switching tracks, something that 
we talked about a couple of weeks ago, I think it was a couple 
weeks ago, PBRA. And I kind of wanted to clarify, because I felt 
like after our last conversation, I was clear as mud as to where we 
were. And this is with regard to moving the calendar year. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Yes. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Now, moving the calendar year does not 
mean that you planned to end what looks like — it doesn’t look like 
it is — it appears to be somewhat underfunding, but we have had — 
you know, we have kind of a different perspective on that. 

Do you think it will end? Do you think this is going to help end 
the uncertainty around kind of the reliability of the Federal fund- 
ing felt by the owners, the managers, the lenders, and the resi- 
dents of these properties? 
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Secretary DoNOVAN. Absolutely, Congresswoman. We would not 
be proposing it if we didn’t believe that this was a way to try to 
get the program back to a stable and clearer funding base to elimi- 
nate some of the uncertainty, and, by doing that, actually decrease 
the cost of financing and increase investment into the homes and 
communities of the families that depend on it. 

Ms. Herrera Beutler. Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you. 

Mrs. Lowey, welcome. 

Mrs. Lowey. Why, thank you, Mr. Chair. 

Welcome. 

Secretary Donovan. Thank you. 

Mrs. Lowey. In the wake of Superstorm Sandy, a number of peo- 
ple took out SBA loans to quickly repair damage to their busi- 
nesses. After the disaster, a package was passed months later. A 
lot of these same people also applied for CDBG-DR funding, but 
were subsequently denied because they weren’t allowed to receive 
money from hoth programs. A number of these small business own- 
ers now feel taken advantage of by the Federal Government be- 
cause they aren’t allowed to secure grant assistance. We obviously 
can’t fault small business owners for not postponing repairs to 
their businesses until Congress had done its job and passed a sup- 
plemental. 

Has HUD considered reexamining this rule so that under certain 
circumstances small business owners can receive funding from both 
programs? 

Secretary Donovan. Yes. In fact, we have had many discussions 
with not only New York State, but the other grantees, and we have 
clarified this in two ways; one, that if there are initial needs be- 
yond those that were funded by the SBA loan, absolutely, they are 
eligible to get CDBG above and beyond the SBA loan. Second, if for 
some reason the circumstances have changed, and they are unable 
to repay an SBA loan, if it would create risks for them in terms 
of the future of the business, we can replace that SBA loan with 
CDBG. 

But I want to be clear, what we are trying to achieve here, we 
have limited resources, and if we have businesses that have an 
ability to repay a loan, if they can afford a 2 percent or a 5 percent 
interest rate, or whatever it might be, we want to make sure we 
are targeting the CDBG to the neediest businesses. So replacing 
SBA with CDBG assistance would be a case-by-case decision made 
by the grantee. We made it clear that that is allowed. That is, in 
fact, happening. But we do want to make sure that the CDBG is 
targeted to the neediest businesses. 

Mrs. Lowey. But it is possible. 

Secretary Donovan. Yes, absolutely. 

Mrs. Lowey. On rental assistance, similar to last year’s budget 
request, the fiscal year 2015 budget includes a request to expand 
the Rental Assistance Demonstration Program. The program allows 
PHAs to modernize, preserve existing housing by leveraging out- 
side capital. The budget request includes 10 million in funding, 
eliminates the 60,000 unit cap, extends the program through fiscal 
year 2017. And currently the program as authorized at no more 
than 60,000 units is set to expire at the end of the calendar year. 
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In New York, we have had tremendous success with this pro- 
gram. We have utilized it to help renovate and preserve over 1,300 
units of affordahle rental housing. 

Mr. Secretary, can you give us an update on the first round of 
RAD projects? What kinds of projects are you seeing? What kinds 
of markets are they in? Do you think there is sufficient demand to 
support a program expansion? 

RENTAL ASSISTANCE DEMO (RAD) 

Secretary Donovan. Not only do I believe there is demand to ex- 
pand the program, we already have, as of the end of last year, 
three times the demand that we can meet. So 180,000 units have 
applied. 

I think it is very important to recognize that this is not only hen- 
efiting the residents of public housing, but the $1.8 billion in cap- 
ital that will be generated on those first 60,000 units under the 
cap, and that is at no cost to the taxpayer, no additional cost what- 
soever to the taxpayer, has created or will create 34,000 jobs, pri- 
marily in construction, but in a range of other areas as well. 

So this is a win-win. It is creating jobs, it is creating better hous- 
ing, and it is lowering costs in the long term, because when you 
fix the roof today, obviously, you don’t have to do more major re- 
pairs down the line. 

So we believe, given the demand that we have seen, 180,000 
units, that it would make great sense to expand the cap. Just the 
180,000 units we have in would be an additional $6 billion of cap- 
ital that would come in. So it would roughly triple, more than tri- 
ple, the number of jobs that would be created as well. 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Secretary Donovan. I am sorry. One other thing I would just 
quickly mention. 

Interestingly, there was early concern that RAD would be reach- 
ing the largest housing authorities. In fact, we are seeing that the 
smaller housing authorities are disproportionately represented. In 
other words, smaller housing authorities are more likely to have 
applied for RAD and to be using the program. So it really is reach- 
ing — to your question, which I forgot to answer — it is reaching all 
parts of the country, but particularly smaller housing authorities, 
smaller towns, rural communities. 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mrs. Lowey. 

Mr. Joyce. 

Mr. Joyce. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning. Secretary Donovan. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Good morning. 

Mr. Joyce. Vacant, foreclosed, and abandoned property has been 
a serious problem for communities around Ohio and certainly 
across the country. Since the downturn of the housing market, this 
problem has become crippling to some responsible homeowners. 
Studies have found that vacant properties reduce prices of nearby 
homes between as much as $8,600 to $17,000 per property in cer- 
tain cities. These properties are often magnets for crimes like mur- 
der and drug trafficking, and they increase public safety costs. 

I support creative solutions to the abandoned housing crisis. 
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Can you elaborate on some of the programs in the administra- 
tion’s budget with funds usable for demolition? In the future do you 
have any programs in mind that would be restructured for demoli- 
tion purposes, given the current need? 

NEIGHBORHOOD STABILIZATION 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Absolutely. I think you are well aware, Con- 
gressman, that the neighborhood stabilization effort, which was 
part of the Recovery Act, was enormously successful in being able 
to spur not just renovation of vacant homes, but job creation and 
lifting values of surrounding properties. It is reversing the very 
cycle that you describe. 

So given the budget constraints and the fact that we don’t have 
continued investment in the Neighborhood Stabilization Program, 
we have been looking for creative ways to continue to spur that 
kind of development. One is using repayments of neighborhood sta- 
bilization funds. Communities are now taking those and rein- 
vesting those to do more of that work. We have also been working 
with communities under CDBG and other traditional programs 
that we have to provide flexibility to increase investment in those 
types of properties, and even in some cases demolition of those 
properties. And we have also provided a lot of flexibility, including 
recently to Ohio, through the hardest-hit funds that are at Treas- 
ury to use those for blight-removal activities. And so those are a 
few. 

We have also begun, and this is something that is important for 
Ohio as well, to use our FHA resources in new ways. We have been 
doing targeted neighborhood stabilization loan sales and other ef- 
forts that are trying to make sure that FHA isn’t part of the prob- 
lem with our vacant or foreclosed homes. 

Mr. Joyce. I don’t know if you are familiar with Jim Rokakis. 

Secretary Donovan. Yes. 

Mr. Joyce. There are some things going on in Slavic Village you 
may want to take a look at. Technically, that is in Congresswoman 
Fudge’s district. 

Secretary Donovan. Yes. 

Mr. Joyce. We are working together, along with Congressman 
Ryan, because I think it is very important that you take out the 
houses that have bad bones, for lack of a better word, and make 
sure those are removed, because you don’t want to necessarily de- 
bilitate the neighborhood, but you certainly want to make sure that 
the people who are there and working to stabilize the neighborhood 
stay, and the houses that can be rehabbed are rehabbed. They are 
using a method that is 100% private at the moment that is very 
interesting. It is worth your looking into. 

Secretary Donovan. We will follow up with your office right after 
the hearing. 

Mr. Joyce. Sure. I have a few more. 

Following up on testimony that you gave in response to a ques- 
tion from our esteemed chairman last week, you mentioned that 
you were seeking a more efficient contracting model and project- 
based Section 8 program. You went on to paraphrase the language 
that your agency has requested in its budget request concerning 
this program. The procurement process for the program would not 
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be a formal, competitively bid process, but will instead utilize a less 
formal NOFA, or Notice of Funding Availability. 

During the testimony you mentioned that using a less formal, 
and in my view, less competitive procurement process was con- 
firmed by one judge in a prior court. As you know, the prior court’s 
decision was overturned by a Federal court of appeals. Can you 
comment on the overturning of this decision? 

PROJECT-BASED SECTION 8 PROGRAM 

Secretary DoNOVAN. We believe the decision is wrong, and that 
the court didn’t look closely enough at the specifics of Section 8. 
Just as we provide HAP contracts directly to housing authorities, 
we believe under the project-based Section 8 program, we have 
clear authority, and that was what the earlier court confirmed, to 
be able to enter directly into those types of contracts. 

The problem, we believe, with the full procurement process is 
that it will not allow us to take into account sufficiently the impor- 
tance of the ability of the partner that we have to work with other 
sources of affordable housing funding and to include a mission com- 
ponent on preservation of those units in the same way. 

Just to be very specific, we have traditionally done this kind of 
work with State housing finance agencies and local housing au- 
thorities. We actually created a great deal of competition by allow- 
ing these teams to cross State lines. They do subcontract with pri- 
vate entities. But the problem is if we go to a purely procurement 
process, not only will it greatly lengthen the process, make it more 
complex, it will also likely lead to places where we have no public 
involvement in the oversight of these properties, where we wouldn’t 
have State housing finance agencies, we wouldn’t have housing au- 
thorities, and we would lose the ability to partner with them where 
they can bring tax credits, other resources that will be able to bet- 
ter preserve these properties. 

So we think there is great risk in doing this in a way that will 
be bad in the long run for these properties, and so we want to work 
cooperatively with the committee to make sure that we are clear 
about the flexibility that we have in doing this. 

Mr. Joyce. I believe I am out of time. 

Mr. Latham. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, welcome back to the subcommittee. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Good to be back. 

Mr. Price. I want to talk to you about a persistent problem hav- 
ing to do with the Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS pro- 
gram, HOPWA. 

The allocation formula, the allocation of formula funds, has been 
an ongoing issue since the inception of HOPWA, almost, but the 
initial arrangement was that 75 percent of the funds have been dis- 
tributed using the cumulative number of AIDS cases as reported by 
the CDC, including those who have died. I am sure you are well 
aware of this. HOPWA was enacted within 4 months of the Ryan 
White HIV-AIDS program, and both programs have relied to the 
same degree on the cumulative number of AIDS cases in distrib- 
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uting funding to eligible jurisdictions. After all, that was the data 
that CDC reported, cumulative data. 

Since then, however. Congress has made some prudent adjust- 
ments to the Ryan White Program. The program now uses the 
number of people actually living with AIDS and HIV. That formula 
better represents the need, it allows States like mine and other 
Southern and rural States to receive funding to better address the 
changing HIV epidemic. And we do have a very serious problem. 

The HOPWA formula, however, has remained the same. That is 
what I want to ask you about. Both Congress and numerous Presi- 
dential administrations have acknowledged the disparity. Following 
the first change to the Ryan White Program formula in 1997, the 
GAO released a report regarding the performance of the HOPWA 
program in which it recommended that HUD look at recent 
changes to the formula used by the Ryan White Program to, quote, 
“determine what legislative revisions are needed to make the 
HOPWA formula more reflective of current AIDS cases.” 

In response to that report, the House Appropriations Committee 
included the GAO language in its report accompanying the 1998 
HUD Appropriations Act, directed HUD to make recommendations 
to the Congress about an updating of the formula. 

Additionally, the administration’s National HIV-AIDS Strategy 
released in July of 2010 stated that HUD would work with Con- 
gress to develop a plan, including seeking statutory changes, if nec- 
essary, to shift to HIV-AIDS case reporting as a basis for formula 
grants for HOPWA funding. The four most recent HUD congres- 
sional budget justifications echoed this goal. 

So since the release of that strategy document, HUD has solicited 
comments from the policy advocates, grantees, hopeful clients 
about how and to what degree the formula might be changed. In 
other words, you have done your work, and I commend you for it. 

Secretary Donovan. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Congress must act. I am going to be urging the com- 
mittee to include report language to this effect. 

In the meantime, I do want to commend you for continuing to ad- 
vocate for HOPWA formula changes, and I would appreciate your 
comments on this aspect of your budget submission. 

CHANGES TO HOPWA FORMULA 

Secretary Donovan. Congressman, I think you have said it well. 
This is an urgent priority that we change the formula. And to be 
very frank, the formula simply doesn’t make any sense anymore. 
To have a formula that is based on not just cumulative cases of 
AIDS — so, in other words, in the entire history of the disease, every 
single case that has happened over time is now built into the for- 
mula — it also — the formula was created at a time where we never 
imagined that we would have people living with HIV, but not full- 
blown AIDS. So that whole group is left out. 

And I say this as a New Yorker and someone who implemented 
these programs at the local level. New York and a very few set of 
other communities benefit greatly from this outdated, nonsensical 
formula, and they benefit at the expense of communities rep- 
resented by every one of you here today that simply doesn’t make 
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the right amount of funding to match the real needs that are on 
the ground today in communities around the country. 

So this is something that I would very much urge the committee 
to look at, the legislative proposal that is in our budget, and to 
pass it this year. 

Mr. Price. As you say, this formula antedates the advances we 
have made in HIV-AIDS diagnosis and treatment, keeping people 
alive. It simply doesn’t match the realities of the current epidemic, 
the current spread of the disease. So I thank you for including this 
in your budget request. I very much hope Congress can act on it. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you Mr. Price. 

Mr. Dent is recognized. 

Mr. Dent. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Good morning. 

Mr. Dent. Last week I appreciated your comments. I asked you 
about some of HUD’s regulatory authority to reduce administrative 
burdens and help save some tax dollars. And I mentioned North 
Dakota and Virginia had some issues there, and you had offered 
to meet with some of my folks. And I just want you to know the 
Allentown Housing Authority will be in touch with your office and 
will follow up with your staff afterwards just to try to follow 
through on that. So appreciate your comments from last week on 
that issue. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Thank you. 

Mr. Dent. On the CDBG issue, Ms. Herrera Beutler, I think, 
touched on it briefly, but your fiscal year 2014 budget request in- 
cluded proposed legislation to revise the entitlement qualification 
criteria for CDBG. The changes included possible elimination of 
grandfathering and a minimum grant threshold for entitlement 
communities. Your proposal for fiscal year 2015 shows that feed- 
back from listening sessions with grantees would be included in 
any such proposal going forward. 

Mr. Secretary, what are your new proposals for revising the 
CDBG entitlement criteria? And can you also share some of the in- 
sights and recommendations that you received from these listening 
sessions? 


CDBG entitlement CRITERIA 

Secretary DoNOVAN. I would really point to two things. One is 
we obviously heard concerns along the lines the Congresswoman 
mentioned, that smaller communities do like to have direct access 
to that funding. 

So what we included was a set of options, more flexibility for 
communities to team together on administration, on oversight, on 
a bunch of these expenses, so that we could create a way for them 
to keep the funding directly, but still meet the needs, I think, to 
run the programs you talked about, efficiency and savings, to run 
the programs more effectively and more efficiently. 

The second thing I would say is that we did look at a number 
of ways to make the program simpler to use and less costly for 
grantees that came out of those sessions, things like synchronizing 
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planning and reporting cycles and other kinds of options and flexi- 
bilities in the administration of the program. And so there are a 
number of those that will be included with the legislative language 
as well. 

Mr. Dent. Were those some of the insights and recommendations 
that you gathered from the sessions? 

Secretary Donovan. Absolutely, they came directly from those 
conversations. 

Mr. Dent. Okay. Thank you. 

And one final question or comment. I would like to discuss a 
casework issue related to my office that we spent several months 
on, working on, which I discussed briefly with you last December. 
There is a manufactured housing operation in Pennsylvania that 
had their operation shut down b^y HUD on December 3rd, 2013, 
what appears to have been a clerical error. The company’s leader- 
ship acted, I thought, pretty quickly to obtain the necessary paper- 
work from HUD. They found this to be a needlessly difficult task. 
They were given little guidance regarding their error and how to 
rectify it. The long delays resulted in the workers being laid off 
from their jobs until the paperwork came through, and they were 
finally permitted to get back to work. 

It seems to me there is room for improving some of HUD’s com- 
munications with the private sector. And, Secretary Donovan, I 
guess the question is what is HUD doing to improve its customer 
service and ensure that no company is unfairly harmed by bureau- 
cratic intransigence while doing their due diligence to comply with 
Department rules and policies? 

Secretary Donovan. Congressman, I want to thank you directly 
for your intervention here. To be frank, this was an issue where 
certainly, from our perspective, it wasn’t just a clerical error. This 
was something where there were some significant concerns about 
the structural integrity of this proposed sort of alternative design 
that had been approved in the past. There had been changes made, 
and the company — we had reached out a number of times to this 
company to try to get this resolved, without success, and it was 
only when your office became involved that we were able to move 
the process forward. 

I am pleased to say we have resolved that, as you know, that 
workers are back at work. But we certainly saw this as an issue 
where we have taken the steps, we had done outreach and had not 
been successful in being able to get the company to comply. And 
we will continue to try to work with them. And I would be happy, 
if you have specific suggestions of where you think our communica- 
tion fell down, to try to correct those. 

Mr. Dent. Thank you, and the staff, too. The company had 
reached out me to — ^you know, to try to help move this along. And 
things did get better after we did intervene and your office got in- 
volved, and I appreciate that. We will follow up with you after the 
meeting about how to, you know — just some things we thought 
could have been done a little bit better. But thank you again. 

Secretary Donovan. Thank you. 

Mr. Dent. Yield back. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Dent. 

Mr. Quigley is recognized. 



282 


Mr. Quigley. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Welcome hack, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. It is good to he back. 

Mr. Quigley. Following up on Mr. Price’s questions about 
HOPWA and the new formula, you are absolutely right in what a 
dramatic difference and how important this could be to my com- 
mittee and the HIV-AIDS community in Chicago. Because they are 
so interested, and so am I, could you give us a little more insight 
as to the timing and when we might see details of the formula, and 
a little more information about how this formula is going to be dif- 
ferent from the existing? 

LEGISLATIVE CHANGES TO HOPWA 

Secretary DoNOVAN. The legislative language we put out, I was 
just confirming, it was actually part of the budget that we pub- 
lished. We have a further legislative package that will be coming, 
but the specifics of the language on this proposed change was in- 
cluded in the budget itself 

Mr. Quigley. When might you see the new language that you 
just referenced, the one that is still to be released? 

Secretary Donovan. That new language I would expect to be 
out — it will be for the entire administration, I would expect, in the 
next 6 to 8 weeks. The key language for HOPWA was included into 
the budget that we did publish, so I don’t expect any additional 
proposals in this further legislative 

Mr. Quigley. Change that language at all. 

Secretary Donovan. We have spent a lot of time on this. As Con- 
gressman Price referenced, there has been a lot of focus from the 
CDC, from a range of organizations around the country on this. We 
think we have reached the right proposal in the legislative lan- 
guage based on those discussions. And so we really hope that the 
committee will take it up and pass it this year. 

Mr. Quigley. Thank you. 

The Office of HIV-AIDS Housing, does it currently have some va- 
cancies in that office? 

Secretary Donovan. It does. We have been working to try to cre- 
ate a better alignment between the office that works on HIV and 
AIDS and our office that works on homelessness, because we see 
increasingly a significant overlap in those populations, and we be- 
lieve better coordination between those offices will help us better 
serve those with HIV and AIDS who are particularly vulnerable to 
homelessness. 

Mr. Quigley. And how will that affect your filling the existing 
vacancies? You are just trying to get people who are going to work 
on both issues, or are you going to change the whole system and 
have them coordinate more? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Effectively what we are doing is having the 
HIV-AIDS Office report within the Office of Special Needs Pro- 
grams to the same office director, which will give us better coordi- 
nation and allow us, frankly, to use more resources that are within 
the homelessness office to be able to expand our focus on HIV and 
AIDS, and not only better coordinate, but to have just more bodies, 
more folks that are working on it and able to focus on the HIV- 
AIDS programs. 
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Mr. Quigley. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you very much, Mr. Quigley. 

We just got called for votes, which will end the hearing this 
morning, but I think we can go for about another 10 minutes. 
Maybe I will get one round and one for the ranking member. 

Mr. Secretary, performance on the CDBG grants allocated for 
Hurricane Sandy has been painfully slow, and after a year and a 
half, few homes have been rebuilt. It is looking like it will be years 
before billions of dollars in recovery grants for infrastructure and 
public services will actually be put to use. Perhaps even more frus- 
trating, there are billions of dollars that remain unallocated by 
HUD, while eligible grantees from 2011, 2012, and 2013 storm sea- 
sons await action by the Federal Government. 

Exactly how much funding remains unallocated, and why is HUD 
still holding those funds at the agency level over a year and a half 
after Sandy and 4 months after the last eligible storm would have 
made landfall? 


HURRICANE SANDY ALLOCATIONS 

Secretary Donovan. At this point, there is about 4 billion that 
remains unallocated. We look forward to meeting with the com- 
mittee very shortly to discuss that. Basically the issue was, because 
this allocation covered storms up through December of 2013, we 
needed to wait for the final information about the impact of those 
storms. And particularly, as you know, CDBG goes to unmet needs, 
so we had to look at what needs of those storms were being met 
by FEMA, SBA, other programs. We now have full data on those 
storms and the unmet needs, and we are prepared to meet with 
you in the coming days to discuss with you a proposed way to allo- 
cate those remaining funds. 

Mr. Latham. It is my understanding there are a lot of eligible 
grantees from other storms besides Hurricane Sandy that were not 
treated equally regarding their unmet needs, and funds being pro- 
vided to those non-Sandy storms. What percentage of unmet need 
has been provided to the non-Sandy storm grantees? And is that 
the same percentage as the Sandy storm? 

Secretary Donovan. In the proposal that we want to discuss 
with you, we would treat them exactly the same as the way the 
Sandy grantees have been treated. There have been some updates 
and changes that have been made over the last few years in the 
way that we allocate funds. 

Mr. Latham. The question is currently. 

Secretary Donovan. Currently. 

Mr. Latham. I mean, is the Sandy percentage much greater than 
the other ones? 

Secretary Donovan. Currently it is somewhat higher for Sandy 
because we have added in, at the direction of the legislation, resil- 
ience needs and other needs that were not included before. 

Mr. Latham. That was my next question. 

Secretary Donovan. Again, we are literally at the point where 
we want to sit down and telk through with you a way to make sure 
that we are being very even-handed about the needs across the 
country. 
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Mr. Latham. Grants to the Sandy communities were consider- 
ably higher than other grantees because of their unmet needs esti- 
mates with the multiplier you called resiliency. Has this ever been 
done before, and do you plan to offer non-Sandy grantees the same 
multiplier? “Unmet needs” is not a climate change program. Has 
this ever been done before in other communities? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. It is an approach that is different from the 
approach that we have used in the past. Frankly, I think it is a 
better approach. And I think if you talk to grantees, they are very 
clear that the problem is they are often funded just to build back 
what was there before. 

And I think in particular Cedar Rapids is a community that was 
hit very hard and wants to do the right thing in terms of building 
community-level flood protection, and that kind of need hasn’t been 
funded through CDBG before. 

Mr. Latham. So you are offering them resiliency? 

Secretary Donovan. As I mentioned, we look forward to sitting 
down with you literally within the next few days to be able to 
present to you a proposal of how to do that. 

Mr. Latham. Why Sandy communities and not other ones? 

Secretary Donovan. Because these formulas have changed over 
time. As a result of the work that was done in the Sandy task 
force, we identified what we thought was a better way to allocate 
CDBG, and we want to now go back and make sure that we are 
treating all of those communities in an even-handed way. 

The other thing I would just say is recognize that when alloca- 
tions were made to those earlier communities, they were much 
smaller. We didn’t know there was going to be a Sandy allocation 
of the scale that was made, and so this is a chance to go back and 
supplement earlier appropriations, which, in terms of meeting 
unmet needs, were much, much smaller. 

And so had we had a crystal ball and known that this allocation 
was coming, we might have looked at doing something different. 
We didn’t, obviously, and this is a chance to be able to go back and 
make sure that it is being even-handed. I very much understand 
your concerns. We believe you are right to make sure that we are 
doing this in an even-handed way, and we do have a proposal we 
want to share with you on that. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you. 

Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Pastor. Mr. Secretary, last year I asked you about your IT. 
You had a number of people look at your IT and say it was — you 
needed to upgrade it, you needed to modernize it. 

So the question is how far along are you with the system you 
have now? And at the last hearing, you talked about a trans- 
formation where you integrate — you were going to integrate to 
PHAs. And so in the budget request, how far does it get you? And 
is there also programming for cybersecurity? 

IT SYSTEMS 

Secretary Donovan. So I think we have made real progress 
working with the committee. For example, our NGMS system, 
which will consolidate and improve our oversight of rental assist- 
ance, has made significant progress. We have implemented this 
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past year the first two components of that system. We are also 
making real progress on our FHA transformation, technology ini- 
tiative. So we are making progress. 

I will say that we are concerned that the level of funding these 
past few years has not been substantial enough for us to move 
these key projects as quickly as we would like, and we do want to 
discuss with the committee the ability to make sure we have ade- 
quate funds for new system development, not just maintenance of 
funds. 

And this goes directly to your question about cybersecurity. We 
have made real advances. For example, we have acquired software 
that will allow us to scan every outgoing email for what we call 
PIT, you know, personal identified information. But if we are not 
able to upgrade these systems overall, we will continue to have un- 
supported systems that do not have the latest in security. And so 
that is an issue we are concerned about in terms of the overall 
budget for developing new systems. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you. 

Secretary Donovan. Thank you. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Latham. With the votes on the floor, I think we are going 
to have to adjourn the hearing. I know there are a lot of questions 
that people have that will be for the record. We would ask that if 
we could get the response back as quickly as possible. Within at 
least 30 days, we are going to be starting to write the bill pretty 
quickly. 

Secretary Donovan. Absolutely. 

Mr. Latham. We appreciate your efforts to make that happen. 
Thank you very much. This will be the last hearing. I know you 
hate that. 

Mr. Pastor. I am going to reconsider. I am having second 
thoughts here. I want to see Donovan one more time. 

Mr. Latham. My people at home have pretty well accepted. 

But I just want to publicly thank Mr. Pastor, been a great, great 
friend, ranking member, for all your cooperation. And it has been 
a real treat and an honor to have this opportunity to serve here 
with you. 

Mr. Pastor. Well, Mr. Secretary, the people ask me why I de- 
cided to retire. I could not bear being up here 1 year without Chair- 
man Latham, and so I thought I would hang it up. But I have to 
tell you that I have really enjoyed his leadership. And obviously we 
have had a friendship for many years. And thank you and thanks 
to Chairman Latham for your leadership and your friendship. 

Secretary Donovan. Thank you both for your leadership and 
friendship. It has meant a lot to communities around the country. 

Mr. Latham. Very good. Thank you. The hearing is adjourned. 
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Question: Please provide a ten-year funding history for each of the HUD program areas. 
Answer: See attached table. 



HUO 10 Year Funding 
History by Program 



Transformation Initiative Funding 
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Mr. Latham #2 


General/Crosscutting 


Question: Please provide a table showing new programs and program terminations in the 
Department's FY 2015 budget request. 

Answer: Please see table below. 


List of New FY 2015 Programs 


List of New Programs 

Amount 

requested in PY 
2015 

Notes 

Rental Assistance Demonstration 

(RAD) 

$10 Million 

RAD Expansion 

Proiect Rebuild 


Mandatory Account 

Housing Trust Fund 

lUiiiiJMULH 

Mandatory Account 


List of Programs Tcnninated in the FV 2015 Budget 


List of Programs Terminated 

Amount 
Appropriated in 
FY 2014 

Notes 

Resident Opportunities and 

Supportive Services (ROSS) 

$45 Million 


Lead Flazard Reduction 

Demonstration Program 

$45 Million 

Activity included in Lead 
Flazard Control Program 
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Mr. Latham #3 


General/Crosscutting 


Question: Please list all of the programs included in HLID’s FY 2015 budget, the authorizing 
statute and the date when their authorization expires. 

Answer: The House appropriations committee chart can be found on pages 136-137 ofHouse 
Report 1 1 3-136 for FY 2014. I'he table should be amended as follows: 

• For Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund, strike "2007” and insert "20 1 2” since it has 
an authorization of appropriation through FY 2012 (See 12 USC 1715z-13a(i)(7)). 

• Strike Housing for Persons with Disabilities from the chart since it has an authorization 
of appropriation through FY 2015 (See 42 USC 8013(m)). 
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Mr. Latham #4 


Gencral/Crosscutting 


Question: Please describe each of the General Provisions included in the FY 2015 budget 
request. 

Answer: Please see below. 

Sec. 201. Fifty percent of the amounts of budget authority, or in lieu thereof 50 percent of the cash 
amounts associated with such budget authority, that are recaptured from projects described in section 
1012(a) of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Amendments Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 1437 
note) shall be rescinded or in the case of cash, shall be remitted to the Treasury, and such amounts of 
budget authority or cash recaptured and not rescinded or remitted to the Treasury shall be used by 
State housing finance agencies or local governments or local housing agencies with projects approved 
by the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development for which settlement occurred after January 1, 

1 992, in accordance with such section. Notwithstanding the previous sentence, the Secretary may 
award up to 1 5 percent of the budget authority or cash recaptured and not rescinded or remitted to the 
Treasury to provide project owners with incentives to refinance their project at a lower interest rate. 

Explanation of this Section : This section governs the sharing of savings that result from refunding 
the existing bonds for certain Section 8 contracts. Section 101 2 of the McKinney Act requires HUD 
to split the savings evenly between Treasury and Stale Housing Finance Agencies, These savings 
typically takes the form of a cash rebate from the bond trustee to the U.S. Treasury. Trustee sweeps 
continue for the term of the contract. HAP contracts were originally for 30 years with some 40-year 
contracts set to expire in 2024, The savings provided to State Housing Finance Agencies can be used 
for social services, fees for professional services essentia! to carry out McKinney-funded activities, 
project facilities or mechanical systems, and office systems. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes retaining this section. 

.Sec. 202. None of the amounts made available under this Act may be used during fiscal year |2014| 
2015 to investigate or prosecute under the Fair Housing Act any otherw'ise lawful activity engaged in 
by one or more persons, including the filing or maintaining of a nonfrivolous legal action, that is 
engaged in solely for the purpose of achieving or preventing action by a Government official or 
entity, or a court of competent jurisdiction. 

Explanation of this Section : This section makes clear that the Department wdll not u.se its authority 
under the Fair Housing Act to invesitigate or prosecute legal activity. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes retaining this section. 

See. 203. Sections 203 and 209 of division C of Public Law 1 12-55 (125 Stat, 693-694) shall apply 
during fiscal year [2014] 2015 as if such .sections were included in this title, except that during such 
fiscal year such sections shall be applied by substituting "fiscal year (2014| 2015 " for "fiscal year 
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2011" and for "fiscal year 2012" each place such terms appear, and shall be amended to reflect 
revised delineations of statistical areas established by the Office of Management and Budget 
pursuant to 44 U.S.C. 3504(e)(3). 31 U.S.C., 1104(d), and Executive Order 10253. 


Explanation of this Section ; This provision consolidates and extends Sections 203 and 209 of the 
FY 2012 Appropriations Act, which are longstanding provisions for the Housing Opportunities for 
Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) program. The provision continues to give HUD the authority to honor 
agreements between cities and their stales to manage HOPWA grants, allow former grantees to 
continue to receive direct allocations, and allow the program to use AIDS incidence data collected 
over a three year period instead of one year. As amended, this provision also updated the references 
to the MS As in the FY 2012 Appropriations Act to reflect the updated names as delineated by Office 
of Management and Budget. 

Proposed Action ; The President's Budget proposes retaining this section with amendments. 

Sec. 204. Except as explicitly provided in law, any grant, cooperative agreement or other assistance 
made pursuant to title II of this Aet shall be made on a competitive basis and in accordance with 
section 102 of the Department of Housing and Urban Development Reform Act of 1989 (42 U.S.C. 
3545). 

Explanation of this Section : This provision requires that HUD funds be subject to competition 
unless specified otherwise in statute. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes retaining this section. 

See. 205. Section 7 of the Department of Housing and Urban Development Act (42 U.S.C. 3535) is 
amended by adding at the end the following new subsection; (u)(l) Funds of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development subject to the Government Corporation Control Act or section 402 
of the Housing Act of 1950 shall be available, without regard to the limitations on administrative 
expenses, for legal services on a contract or fee basis, and for utilizing and making payment for 
services and facilities of the Federal National Mortgage Association, Government National 
Mortgage Association, Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation, Federal Financing Bank. 

Federal Reserve banks or any member thereof Federal Home Loan banks, and any insured bank 
within the meaning of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation Act, as amended (12 U.S.C. 1811- 
1). (2) Corporations and agencies of the Department which are subject to the Government 
Corporation Control Act shall make such expenditures, within the limits of funds and borrowing 
authority available to each such corporation or agency and in accordance with law. and to make 
such contracts and commitments without regard to fiscal year limitations, as provided by section 104 
of such Act, as may he necessary in carrying out the programs of such corporation or agency. 
Collections of these corporations and agencies may he used for new loan or mortgage purchase 
commitments only to the extent provided in an appropriations act (unless such loans are in support of 
other forms of assistance provided for in appropriations acts), except that this paragraph shall not 
apply to (he mortgage insurance or guaranty operations of these corporations, or w'here loans or 
mortgage purchases are neces.sary to protect the financial interest of the United States Government. 

Explanation of this Section ; This provision makes limitations on administrative expenses 
inapplicable to certain expenditures of Ginnie Mae, including legal services contracts and the 
expenses of carrying out its programmatic duties. This provision ensures that administrative 
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expenses provided in annual appropriations bills does not preclude Ginnie Mae’s reliance upon its 
permanent, indefinite appropriation, in Section I of the National Housing Act, for essential operating 
funds. 

Proposed Action : The President’s Budget proposes making this section permanent law and 
incorporates Sec. 207 from the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2014 (Public Law 1 13-76). 

[SEC. 206. Unless otherwise provided for in this Act or through a reprogramming of funds, no part 
of any appropriation for the Department of Housing and Urban Development shall be available for 
any program, project or activity in excess of amounts set forth in the budget estimates submitted to 
Congress.] 

Explanation of this Section : This provision forbids HUD from spending more money on any 
program than the agency proposed in the budget estimates, unless a different amount is appropriated 
or provided in a reprogramming. 

Proposed Action : The President’s Budget proposes deleting this provision because it is redundant. 

[SEC. 207, Corporations and agencies of the Department of Housing and Urban Development which 
are subject to the Government Corporation Control Act are hereby authorized to make such 
expenditures, within the limits of funds and borrowing authority available to each such corporation or 
agency and in accordance with law, and to make such contracts and commitments without regard to 
fiscal year limitations as provided by section 104 of such Act as may be necessary in carrying out the 
programs set forth in the budget for 2014 for such corporation or agency except as hereinafter 
provided: Provided, That collections of these corporations and agencies may be used for new loan or 
mortgage purchase commitments only to the extent expressly provided for in this Act (unless such 
loans are in support of other forms of assistance provided for in this or prior appropriations Acts), 
except that this proviso shall not apply to the mortgage insurance or guaranty operations of these 
corporations, or where loans or mortgage purchases are necessary to protect the financial interest of 
the United States Government,! 

Explanation of this Section : This section is an authorization by which Congress implements its 
responsibilities under section 104 of the Government Corporations Control Act (31 U.S.C. 9104), 
After consideration of Ginnie Mae’s budget program, as submitted by the President, Congress, 
through this section, ratifies such budget program and authorizes expenditures of funds, both 
provided in the appropriations act (for salaries and expenses) and by the permanent indefinite 
appropriation in .Section 1 of the National Housing Act. necessary to carry out the programs set forth 
in Ginnie Mae’s budge program for the coming year. 

Proposed Action : The President’s Budget proposes deleting this provision and making it permanent 
law in Sec. 205. 

[SEC. 208. The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development shall provide quarterly reports to the 
House and Senate Committees on .Appropriations regarding all uncommitted, unobligated, recaptured 
and excess funds in each program and activity within the jurisdiction of the Department and shall 
submit additional, updated budget information to these Committees upon request,] 
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Explanation of this Section : This provision requires HUD to submit quarterly reports on status ot 
funds. 

Proposed Action : The President’s Budget proposes to delete this provision. 

[SEC. 209 . The President's formal budget request for fiscal year 2015, as well as the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development's congressional budget justifications to be submitted to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House of Representatives and the Senate, shall use the identical 
account and sub-account structure provided under this Act.) 

Explanation of this Section : This provision requires the Department to structure its budget request 
in an identical way to the structure of the Appropriations Act. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes to delete this provision. The Department 
provides justification in this format and will continue to do so. 

[SEC. 210 . Paragraph (2)(B)(i) of section 3(a) of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437a(a)) is amended — 

( 1 ) in the matter preceding subclause (I) — 

(A) by striking "Except as otherwise provided under this clause, each" and inserting 
"Each"; and 

(B) by inserting after "which shall" the following: "not be lower than 80 percent of the 
applicable fair market rental established under section 8(c) of this Act and which shall"; and 

(2) by striking the undesignated matter following subclause (II) and inserting the following: 
"Public housing agencies must comply by June 1, 2014, with the requirement of this clause, except 
that if a new flat rental amount for a dwelling unit will increase a family's existing rental payment by 
more than 35 percent, the new flat rental amount shall be phased in as necessary to ensure that the 
lamily's existing rental payment does not increase by more than 35 percent annually. The preceding 
sentence shall not be construed to require establishment of rental amounts equal to 80 percent of the 
fair market rental in years when the fair market rental falls from the prior year.". [ 

Explanation of this Section : This provision requires PHAs to set flat rents at levels no lower than 
80 percent of the fair market rent, except that PHAs will have to phase-in flat rent increases as 
necessary to ensure that a family’s existing rental payment does not increase by more than 35 percent 
annually. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes deleting this provision because it is now 
permanent law. 

Sec. [ 211 ] 206. A public housing agency or such other entity that administers Federal housing 
assistance for the Housing Authority of [the county of Los Angeles, California,) the [States) Smte of 
Alaska), Iowa, and Mississippi] shall not be required to include a resident of public housing or a 
recipient of assistance provided under section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 1937 on the 
board of directors or a similar governing board of such agency or entity as required under 
section(2)(b) of such Act. Each public housting agency or other entity that administers Federal 
housing assistance under section 8 for the Housing Authority of [the county of Los Angeles, 
California and] the [States] State of Alaska], Iowa and Mississippi] that chooses not to include a 
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resident of public housing or a recipient of section 8 assistance on the board of directors or a similar 
governing board shall establish an advisory board of not less than six residents of public housing or 
recipients of section 8 assistance to provide advice and comment to the public housing agency or 
other administering entity on issues related to public housing and section 8. Such advisory board shall 
meet not less than quarterly. 

E.vplanation of this Section : This provision, as amended, allows PHA Boards in Alaska to establish 
advisory boards in lieu of adhering to the public housing resident representation requirement. 

Proposed Action : The President' s budget proposes retaining this provision with amendments 
because it provides flexibility for PHAs to choose a governance structure that fits their needs. 

[SEC. 212. Subparagraph (A) of section 3(b)(6) of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
i437a(b)(6)(A)) is amended by inserting before the period at the end the following; ", or a 
consortium of such entities or bodies as approved by the Secretary".] 

Explanation of this Section : This provision adds a consortium of PHAs to the definition of a PHA 
that operates public housing. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes to delete this provision since it is no longer 
nece.ssary because it is permanent law. 

[SEC. 213. No funds provided under this title may be used for an audit of the Government National 
Mortgage Association that makes applicable requirements under the Federal Credit Refonn Act of 
1990 (2 U.S.C, 661 etseq,).] 

Explanation of this Section : This provision prohibits use of GNMA funds for certain audit 
activities. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes deleting this provision as it has no effect on the 
audits of GNMA. 

SEC. I214l2d7. 

(a) Notwith-standing any other provision of law, subject to the conditions listed imder this section, for 
fiscal years [2014] 20 i 5 and [2015] 2016. the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development may 
authorize the transfer of some or all project-based assistance, debt held or insured by the Secretary 
and statutorily required low-income and very low-income use restrictions if any, associated with one 
or more mullifamily housing project or projects to another multifamily housing project or projects. 

(b) PHASED TRANSFERS. — Transfers of project-based assistance under this section may be done 
in phases to accommodate the financing and other requirements related to rehabilitating or 
constructing the project or projects to which the assistance is transferred, to ensure that such project 
or projects meet the standards under subsection (c). 

(c) The transfer authorized in subsection (a) is subject to the following conditions: 

(1) NUMBER AND BEDROOM SIZE OF UNITS,— 
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(A) For occupied units in the transferring project; the number of low-income and very 
low-income units and the configuration (i.e. bedroom size) provided by the transferring 
project shall be no less than when transferred to the receiving 

project or projects and the net dollar amount of Federal assistanee provided to the transferring 
project shall remain the same in the receiving project or projects. 

(B) For unoccupied units in the transferring project: the Secretary may authorize a 
reduction in the number of dwelling units in tbe receiving project or projects to allow for a 
reconfiguration of bedroom sizes to meet current market demands, as determined by the 
Secretary and provided there is no increa.se in the project-based assistance budget authority. 

(2) The transferring project shall, as determined by the Secretary, be either physically obsolete 
or economically nonviable. 

(3) The receiving project or projects shall meet or exceed applicable physical standards 
established by the Secretary. 

(4) fhe owner or mortgagor of the transferring project shall notify and consult with the 
tenants residing in the transferring project and provide a certification of approval by all appropriate 
local governmental officials, 

(5) The tenants of the transferring project who remain eligible for assistance to be provided by 
the receiving project or projects shall not be required to vacate their units in the transferring project or 
projects until new units in the receiving project are available for occupancy. 

(6) The Secretary determines that this transfer is in the best interest of the tenants. 

(7) If either the transferring project or the receiving project or projects meets the condition 
specified in subsection (d)(2)(A), any lien on the receiving project resulting from additional financing 
obtained by the owner shall be subordinate to any FHA-insured mortgage lien transferred to, or 
placed on. such project by the Secretary, except that the Secretary may waive this requirement upon 
determination that such a waiver is necessary to facilitate the financing of acquisition, construction, 
and/or rehabilitation of the receiving project or projects. 

(8) If the transferring project meets the requirements of subsection (d)(2), the owner or 
mortgagor of the receiving project or projects shall execute and record either a continuation of the 
existing use agreement or a new use agreement for the project w'here, in either case, any use 
restrictions in such agreement are of no lesser duration than the existing use restrictions. 

(9) The transfer does not increase the cost (as defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as amended) of any FIlA-insurcd mortgage, except to the extent that 
appropriations are provided in advance for the amount of any such increased cost. 

(d) For purposes of this section — 

(1) the terms "low-income" and "very low-income" shall have the meanings provided by the 
statute and/or regulations governing the program under which the project is insured or 
assisted; 

(2) the term "multifamily housing project" means housing that meets one of the following 
condition.s — 

(A) housing that is subject to a mortgage insured under the National Housing Act; 

(B) housing that has project-based assistance attached to the structure including 
projects undergoing mark to market debt restructuring under the Multifamily As.sisted 
Housing Reform and Affordability Housing Act; 

(C) housing that is assisted under section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959 as amended 
by section 801 of the Cranston-Gonzales National Affordable Housing .Act; 
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(D) housing that is assisted under section 202 of the Housing Act of 1 959, as such 
section existed before the enactment of the Cranston-Gonzales National Affordable Housing 
Act: 

(E) housing that is assisted under section 811 of the Cranston-Gonzales National 
Affordable Housing Act; or 

(F) housing or vacant land that is subject to a use agreement; 

(3) the term "project-based assistance" means — 

(A) assistance provided under section 8(b) of the United States Housing Act of 1937; 

(B) assistance for housing constructed or substantially rehabilitated pursuant to 
assistance provided under section 8(b)(2) of sucb Act (as such section existed immediately 
before October 1, 1983); 

(C) rent supplement payments under section 101 of the Housing and Urban 
Development Act of 1965; 

(D) interest reduction payments under section 236 and/or additional assistance 
payments under section 236(f)(2) of the National Housing Act; 

(E) assistance payments made under section 202(c)(2) of the Housing Act of 1959; 
and 

(F) assistance payments made under section 81 1(d)(2) of the Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Act; 

(4) the term "receiving project or projects" means the multifamily housing project or projects 
to which some or ail of the project-based assistance, debt, and statutorily required low-income and 
very low-income use restrictions are to be transferred; 

(5) the terra "transferring project" means the multifamily housing project which is transferring 
some or all of the project-based assistance, debt and the statutorily required low-income and very 
low-ineome use restrictions to the receiving project or projects; and 

(6) the terra "Secretary" means the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, 

(e) PUBLIC NO TICE AND RESEARCH REPORT.— 

(1) The Secretary shall publish by notice in the Federal Register the terms and conditions, 
including criteria for HUD approval, of transfers pursuant to this section no later than 30 days before 
the effective date of such notice. 

(2) The Secretary shall conduct an evaluation of the transfer authority under this section, 
including the effect of such transfers on the operational efficiency, contract rents, physical and 
financial conditions, and long-term preseivation of the affected properties. 

Explanation of this Section : This provision allows the transfer of subsidy, debt and use restrictions 
from an obsolete multifamily project to a viable multifamily project under a variety of specified 
conditions. 

Proposed Action : The Department proposes to retain this provision, as revised to add an evaluation 
component, effective for fiscal years 2015 and 2016, 

SEC. 1215120^. (a) No assistance shall be provided under section 8 of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 14371) to any individual who - 

(1) is enrolled as a student at an institution of higher education (as defined under section 102 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002)); 

(2) is under 24 years of age; 

(3) is not a veteran; 
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(4) is unmarried; 

(5) does not have a dependent child; 

(6) is not a person with disabilities, as such term is defined in section 3(b)(3)(E) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C, 1437a(b)(3)(E)) and was not receiving assistance under such 
section 8 as of November 30, 2005; and 

(7) is not otherwise individually eligible, or has parents who, individually or jointly, are not 
eligible, to receive assistance under section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 1 937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437f). 

(b) For purposes of determining the eligibility of a person to receive assistance under section 8 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1 937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f), any financial assistance (in excess of amounts 
received for tuition and any other required fees and charges) that an individual receives under the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.), from private sources, or an institution of 
higher education (as defined under the Higher Education Act of 1 965 (20 U.S.C, 1 002)), shall be 
considered income to that individual, except for a person over the age of 23 with dependent children. 

Explanation of this Section : This provision clarifies the eligibility for assistance under section 8 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1 937. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes retaining this provision. 

ISEC. 216. The funds made available for Native Alaskans under the heading "Native American 
Housing Block Grants" in title 11 of this Act shall be allocated to the same Native Alaskan housing 
block grant recipients that received funds in fiscal year 2005. | 

Explanation of this Section : This section would direct block grant funds awarded to each tribe to be 
allocated to those entities that received funding in fiscal year 2005. 

Proposed Action : The President’s Budget propo.ses to delete this provision because it is not 
supporti ve of tribal self-determination. 

SEC. I217120!). r Notwithstanding the limitation in the first sentence of section 255(g) of the National 
Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1 71 5z-20(g)), the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development may, until 
September 30, 2014. insure and enter into commitments to insure mortgages under such section 255.) 
Section 255(g) of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 17 15z-20(gj) is amended by striking 
"AUTHORITY—" and all that follows through "275.000. " and imerting "AMOUNT.— ". 

Explanation of this Section : This section removes the limitations placed on Housing Equity 
Conversion Mortgages (HCEM) that can be insured by the FHA. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposed to amend the provision to permanently remove 
the cap. 

SEC. 121812/0. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, in fiscal year [2014] 2015, in managing 
and disposing of any multifamily property that is owned or has a mortgage held by the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development, and during the process of foreclosure on any property with a 
contract for rental assi.stance payments under section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 1 937 or 
other Federal programs, the Secretary shall maintain any rental assistance payments under section 8 
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of the United States Housing Act of 1937 and other programs that are attached to any dwelling units 
in the property. To the extent the Secretary determines, in consultation with the tenants and the local 
government, that such a multi family property owned or held by the Secretary is not feasible for 
continued rental assistance payments under such section 8 or other programs, based on consideration 
of (1) the costs of rehabilitating and operating the property and ail available Federal, State, and local 
resources, including rent adjustments under section 524 of the Multifamily Assisted Housing Reform 
and Affordability Act of 1 997 ("MAHRAA”) and (2) environmental conditions that cannot be 
remedied in a cost-effective fashion, the Secretary may, in consultation with the tenants of that 
property, contract for project-based rental assistance payments with an owner or owners of other 
existing housing properties, or provide other rental assistance. The Secretary shall also take 
appropriate steps to ensure that project based contracts remain in effect prior to foreclosure, subject to 
the exercise of contractual abatement remedies to assist relocation of tenants for imminent major 
threats to health and safety after written notice to and informed consent of the affected tenants and 
use of other available remedies, such as partial abatements or receivership. After disposition of any 
multifamily property described under this section, the contract and allowable rent levels on such 
properties shall be subject to the requirements under section 524 of MAHRAA. 

Explanation of this Section : This section governs the use of project-based subsidy in connection 
with managing and disposing of multifamily properties. 

Proposed Action : The President’s Budget proposes retaining the provision with the date change. 

[SEC. 219. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the recipient of a grant under section 202b of 
the Housing Act of 1959 (12 U.S.C. 1701q) after December 26, 2000. in accordance with the 
unnumbered paragraph at the end of section 202(b) of such Act, may, at its option, establish a single- 
asset nonprofit entity to own the project and may lend the grant funds to such entity, which may be a 
private nonprofit organization described in section 831 of the American Homeownership and 
Economic Opportunity Act of 2000.] 

Explanation of this Section : This section states that section 202(b) grants after December 2000 may 
be awarded to private, non-profit organizations. 

Proposed Action : The President’s Budget proposes to delete this section because it is permanent 
law, enacted as section 220 of Public Law 1 1 1-1 17. 

[SEC. 220. (a) INSPECTIONS.— Section 8(o)(8) of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 
U.S.C. 1437f(o)(8)) is amended — 

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (E) as subparagraph (O); and 

(2) by striking subparagraph (D) and inserting the following new subparagraphs: 

"(D) BIENNIAL INSPEC TIONS.— 

"(i) REQUIREMENT. — Each public housing agency providing 
assistance under this subsection (or other entity, as provided in paragraph (11)) 
shall, for each assisted dwelling unit, make inspections not less often than 
biennially during the term of the housing assi.stance payments contract for the 
unit to determine whether the unit is maintained in accordance vvith the 
requirements under subparagraph(A). 
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"(ii) USE OF ALTERNATIVE INSPECI ION METHOD.— The 
requirements under clause (i) may be complied with by use of inspections that 
qualify as an alternative inspection 
method pursuant to subparagraph (E). 

"(iii) RECORDS. — The public housing agency (or other entity) shall 
retain the records of the inspection for a reasonable time, as determined by the 
Secretary, and shall make the records available upon request to the Secretary, 
the Inspector General for the Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
and any auditor conducting an audit under section 5(h). 

”(iv) MIXED-FINANCE PROPERTIES. — The Secretary may adjust 
the frequency of inspections for mixed-finance properties assisted with 
vouchers under paragraph (13) to facilitate the use of the alternative 
inspections in subparagraph (E). 

"(E) ALTERNATIVE INSPECTION METHOD. — An inspection of a property 
shall qualify as an alternative inspection method for purposes of this 
subparagraph if — 

"(i) the inspection was conducted pursuant to requirements under a 
Federal, State, or local housing program (including the Home investment 
partnership program under title II of the Cranston-Gonzalez National 
Affordable Housing Act and the low-income housing tax credit program under 
section 42 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986); and 

"(ii) pursuant to such inspection, the property was determined to meet 
the standards or requirements regarding housing quality or safety applicable to 
properties assisted under such program, and, if a non-Federal standard or 
requirement was used, the public housing agency has certified to the Secretary 
that such standard or requirement provides the same (or greater) protection to 
occupants of dwelling units meeting such standard or requirement as would the 
housing quality standards under subparagraph (B). 

”(F) INTERIM INSPECTIONS. — Upon notification to the public housing 
agency, by a family (on whose behalf tenant-based rental assistance is 
provided under this subsection) or by a government official, that the dwelling 
unit for which such assistance is provided does not comply with the housing 
quality standards under subparagraph (B). the public housing agency shall 
inspect the dwelling unit — 

"(i) in the case of any condition that is life-threatening, within 24 hours 
after the agency's receipt of such notification, unless waived by the Secretary 
in extraordinary circumstances; and 

"(ii) in the case of any condition that is not life-threatening, within a 
reasonable time frame, as determined by the Secretary.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE. — The amendments in subsection (a) shall take effeet upon 
sueh date as the Secretary determines, in the Secretary's sole discretion, through the 
Secretary's publication of such date in the Federal Register, as part of regulations 
promulgated, or a notice issued, by the Secretary to implement such amendments. ] 


Explanation of this Section: This provision changes the requirement for mandatory inspection of 
units from one to two years at a minimum. The provision continues tenant rights to request 
inspections during the interim period. In addition, PHAs will be able to satisfy inspections 
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requirements through alternative standards, as long as they are established by other Federal housing 
programs. 

Proposed Action: The President’s Budget proposes deleting this provision sinee it is now permanent 
law. 

SEC. I22l\211. [The commitment authority provided under the heading "Community Development 
Loan Guarantees Program Account" may be used to guarantee, or make commitments to guarantee, 
notes, or other obligations issued by any State on behalf of non-entitlement communities in the State 
in accordance with the requirements of section 1 08 of the Housing and Community Development Act 
of 1974: Provided, That any State receiving such a guarantee or commitment shall distribute all funds 
subject to such guarantee to the units of general local government in non-entitlement areas that 
received the commitment.] COMMUNITY 

DEVELOPMENT LOAN GUARANTEE AMENDMENTS. — Section 108 of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1074 (42 U.S.C. 5308) is amended — 

(1) in subsection (a) by inserting "States on behalf of non-entitlement communities, " after 
"issued by such eligible public entities, 

(2) by striking subsection (k) and inserting the following: 

"(k) The Secretary shall monitor the use by eligible public entities and states of 
commitment amounts authorized in appropriation Acts for any fiscal year. If the Secretary 
finds that 50 percent of the annual commitment amount has been committed, the Secretary 
may impose a limitation on the amount of guarantees any one entity may receive in any fiscal 
year of $35, 000. 000 for units of general local government receiving grants under section 
106(b) or states receiving grants under section 106(d) and $7,000,000 for units of general 
local government receiving grants under section 106(d): or request the enactment of 
legislation increasing the annual commitment authority for guarantees under this section. 
and 

(3) by striking subsection (m) and inserting the following new subsection: 

"(m) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN NON- 
ENTITLEMENT AREAS. — Any State receiving a guarantee or commitment on behalf of non- 
entitlement areas shall distribute all funds that are subject to .such guarantee to the units of 
general local government in non-entitlement areas that received the commitment. ". 

Explanation of this Section; This section, as amended, authorizes the Section 1 08 Loan Guarantee 
program to be used to guarantee notes or other obligations issued by any State on behalf of non- 
entitlement communities in the State. 

Proposed Action: The President’s Budget proposes making this section, as amended, permanent 
law. 


[SEC. 222._Public housing agencies that own and operate 400 or fewer public housing units may 
elect to be exempt from any asset management requirement imposed by the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development in connection with the operating fund rule: Provided, That an agency seeking a 
discontinuance of a reduction of subsidy under the operating fund formula shall not be exempt from 
asset management requirements.] 

Explanation of this Section : This section permits small PHAs with 400 or fewer units to elect not to 
operate under asset management. 
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Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes deleting this provision because the Department 
does not support increasing the threshold for exemption for asset management to 400 units. 


[SEC. 223. With respect to the use of amounts provided in this Act and in future Acts for the 
operation, capital improvement and management of public housing as authorized by sections 9(d) and 
9(e) of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437g(d) and (e)), the Seeretary shall not 
impose any requirement or guideline relating to asset management that restricts or limits in any way 
the use of capital funds for central office costs pursuant to section 9(g)(1) or 9(g)(2) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437g(gXl), (2)): Provided, That a public housing agency- 
may not use capital funds authorized under section 9(d) for activities that are eligible under scetion 
9(e) for assistanee with amounts from the operating fund in excess of the amounts permitted under 
section 9(g)(I ) or 9(g)(2). | 

Explanation of this Section : This section prohibits the Department from imposing requirements or 
guidelines related to asset management that restricts or limits the use of capital funds for PHAs’ 
central office/overhead costs. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget recommends deleting this provision. It is not necessary to 
repeat this provision since it was enacted to apply to “future Acts.” 

SEC. [224]2/2 No official or employee of the Department of Housing and Urban Development shall 
be designated as an allotment holder unless the Office of the Chief Financial Officer has determined 
that such allotment holder has implemented an adequate system of funds control and has received 
training in funds control procedures and directives. The Chief Financial Officer shall ensure that there 
is a trained allotment holder for each HUD sub-office under the accounts "Executive Offices" and 
"Administrative Support Offices." as well as each account receiving appropriations for "Program 
Office Salaries and Expenses" within the Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

Explanation of this Section: This provision requires the OCFO to make sure that an adequate funds 
control system is in place and training on funds control procedures and directives has occurred for an 
official or employee before such official or employee is designated an allotment holder. It also 
requires the CFO to ensure that each office in the S&E accounts has a trained allotment holder. 

Proposed Action: The Department proposes retaining this provision. 

(SEC. 225. The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development shall report annually to the House and 
Senate Committees on Appropriations on the status of all section 8 project-based housing, including 
the number of ail project-based units by region as well as an analysis of all federally subsidized 
housing being refinanced under the Mark-to-Market program. The Secretary shall in the report 
identify all cxi.sting units maintained by region as section 8 project-based units and all project-based 
units that have opted out of section 8 or have otherwise been eliminated as section 8 project-based 
units. The Seeretary shall identify in detail and by project all the efforts made by the Department to 
preserve all section 8 project-based hou.sing units and all the reasons for any units which opted out or 
otherwise were lost as section 8 project-based units. Such analysis shall include a review of the 
impact of the loss of any subsidized units in that housing marketplace, such as the impact of cost and 
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the loss of available subsidized, low-income housing in areas with scarce housing resources for low- 
income families.] 

Explanation of this Section : This provision requires the Department to prepare quarterly reports on 
section 8 project-based housing. 

Proposed Action : The Department proposes to eliminate this reporting requirement; however it 
recognizes Congress’ continued interest in the report. On a semi-annual basis the Department is able 
to provide data on the status of all section 8 project-based units by region, an analysis of refinancing 
under the Mark-to- Market program, exi.sting section 8 units, and units that have opted out or been 
eliminated as section 8 projeet-based units. The Department does not have the resources or capacity 
to collect data or report on the requirement to identify all efforts to preserve section 8 project-based 
units, reasons why units opted out or were lost as section 8 project based unites and the impact of 
such losses on affected markets. 

SEC. I226127d. The Secretary of the Department of Housing and Urban Development shall, for fiscal 
year [2014 and subsequent fiscal years] 2015, notify- the public through the Federal Register and 
other means, as determined appropriate, of the issuance of a notice of the availability of assistance or 
notice of funding availability (NOT A) for any program or discretionary fund administered by the 
Secretary that is to be competitively awarded. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, for fiscal 
year [2014 and subsequent fiscal years] 2015, the Secretary may make the NOFA available only on 
the Internet at the appropriate Government Web site or through other electronic media, as determined 
by the Secretary. 

Explanation of this Section: This provision requires the Department to publish notices of 
availability of assistance or funding availability for any program that is competitively awarded. The 
notices may be published on the Internet, 

Proposed Action: The Department proposes retaining this provision with date changes. 

[SEC. 227. Payment of attorney fees in program-related litigation must be paid from individual 
program office personnel benefits and compensation funding. The annual budget submission for 
program office personnel benefit and compensation funding must include program-related litigation 
costs for attorney fees as a separate line item request.l 

Explanation of this Section : This provision requires the Depanment to pay all program-related 
litigation attorney fees from individual personnel benefits accounts. These costs must be reflected as 
a separate line item request in the budget submission. 


Proposed Action : The Department proposes deleting this provision. 

SEC. 12281274. The Secretary of the Department of Housing and Urban Development is authorized 
to transfer up to 5 percent or [$5,000,000] $10,000,000. whichever is less, of the funds appropriated 
for any [office] account under the headings "Management and Administration", "Program Office 
Salaries and Expenses", or "Government National Mortgage Association" to any other account 
funded under [the heading] such headings ("Administrative Support Offices" to any other office 
funded under such heading: Provided. That no appropriation for any office funded under the heading 
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"Administrative Support Offices" shall be increased or decreased by more than 5 percent or 
$5,000,000, whichever is less, without prior written approval of the House and Senate Committees on 
Appropriations: Provided further. That the Secretary is authorized to transfer up to 5 percent or 
$5,000,000, whichever is less, of the funds appropriated for any account funded under the general 
heading "Program Office Salaries and Expenses" to any other account funded under such heading]: 
Provided [further]. That no appropriation for any account funded under [the general) such headings 
["Program Office Salaries and Expenses"] shall be increased or decreased by more than 5 percent or 
[$5,000,000] $10, 000. 000, whichever is less, without prior written [approval of] notification to the 
House and Senate Committees on Appropriations]: Provided further. That the Secretary' may transfer 
funds made available for salaries and expenses between any office funded under the heading 
"Administrative Support Offices" and any account funded under the general heading "Program Office 
Salaries and Eixpenses", but only with the prior written approval of the House and Senate Committees 
on Appropriations] . 

Explanation of this Section: This provision gives the Secretary the authority to transfer a limited 
amount of funds, as needed, between accounts that provide for personnel and non-personnel 
expenses. 

Proposed Action: The Department proposes retaining this provision with amendments, 

SEC. 122912/5. The Disaster Housing Assistance Programs, administered by the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, shall be considered a "program of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development" under section 904 of the McKinney Act for the purpose of income verifications 
and matching. 

Explanation of this Section: I his provision ensures that all recipient of HUD Disaster Assistance 
funds meet the criteria set forth in the McKinney Act for income verification and matching. 

Proposed Action: The Department proposes retaining this provision, 

SEC. [230]2/d. (a) The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development shall take the required actions 
under subsection (b) when a multifamily housing project with a section 8 contract or contract for 
similar project-based assistance: 

(1) receives a Real Estate Assessment Center (REAC) score of 30 or less; or 

(2) receives a REAC score between 3 1 and 59 and: 

(A) fails to certify in writing to HUD within 60 days that all deficiencies have 
been corrected; or 

(B) receives consecutive scores of less than 60 on REAC inspections. Such 
requirements shall apply to insured and noninsured projects with assistance attached to 
the units under section 8 of the united States housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437fl, 
but do not apply to such units assisted under section 8(o)(13) (42 U.S.C. 1437f(o)(13)) 
or to public housing units assisted with capital or operating funds under section 9 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42U.S.C. 1437g), 

(b) The Secretary shall take the following required actions as authorized under subsection 

(s) — 

( 1 ) The Secretary shall notify the owner and provide an opportunity for response 
within 30 days. If the violations remain, the Secretary shall develop a Compliance, 

Disposition and Enforcement Plan within 60 days, with a specified timetable for correcting all 
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deficiencies. The Secretar>- shall provide notice of the Plan to the owner, tenants, the local 
government, any mortgagees, and any contract administrator. 

(2) At the end of the temi of the Compliance, Disposition and Enforcement Plan, if the 
owner fails to fully comply with such plan, the Secretary' may require immediate replacement 
of project management with a management agent approved by the Secretary, and shall take 
one or more of the following actions, and provide additional notice of those actions to the 
owner and the parties specified above: 

(A) impose civil money penalties; 

(B) abate the section 8 contract, including partial abatement, as determined by 
the Secretary, until all deficiencies have been corrected; 

(C) pursue transfer of the project to an owner, approved by the Secretary under 
e,stablished procedures, which will be obligated to promptly make all required repairs 
and to accept renewal of the assistance contract as long as such renewal is offered; or 

(D) seek judicial appointment of a receiver to manage the property and cure all 
project deficiencies or seek a judicial order of specific performance requiring the 
owner to cure all project deficiencies. 

(c) The Secretary shall also take appropriate steps to ensure that project-based contracts 
remain in effect, subject to the exercise of contractual abatement remedies to assist relocation of 
tenants for imminent major threats to health and safety after written notice to and informed consent of 
the affected tenants and use of other remedies set forth above. To the extent the Secretary determines, 
in consultation with the tenants and the local government, that the property is not feasible for 
continued rental assistance payments under such section 8 or other programs, based on consideration 
of (1) the costs of rehabilitating and operating the property and all available Federal, State, and local 
resources, including rent adjustments under section 524 of the Multilamily Assi-sted Housing Reform 
and Affordability Act of 1997 ("MAHRAA") and (2) environmental conditions that cannot be 
remedied in a cost-effective fashion, the Secretary may, in consultation with the tenants of that 
property, contract for project-based rental assistance payments with an owner or owners of other 
existing housing properties, or provide other rental assistance. The Secretary shall report semi- 
annually on all properties covered by this section that are a.ssesscd tlirough the Real Estate 
Asses-snient Center and have physical inspection scores of less than 30 or have consecutive physical 
inspection scores of less than 60. The report shall include: 

(1) The enforcement actions being taken to address such conditions, including 
imposition of civil money penalties and termination of subsidies, and identify properties tliat 
have such conditions multiple times; and 

(2) Actions that the Department of Housing and Urban Development is taking to 
protect tenants of such identified properties. 

Explanation of this Section : This provision requires the Department to take certain actions against 
owmers receiving rental subsidies that do not maintain safe properties. 

Proposed Action : The President’s Budget proposes retaining this provision. 

SEC. [231]2/7._(None of the funds made available by this Act, or any other Act, for purposes 
authorized under section 8 (only with respect to the tenant-based rental assistance program) and 
section 9 of the United States Flousing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437 et seq.), may be used by any 
public housing agency for any amount of salary, for the chief executive officer of which, or any other 
official or employee of which, that exceeds the annual rate of basic pay payable for a position at level 
IV of the Executive Schedule at any time during any public housing agency fiscal year 2014.] PHA 
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COMPENSATION. — Section 2(b) of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437(h)) is 
amended by adding the following new paragraph at the end: 

"(4) SALARY.^ 

"(A) GENERAL — This paragraph establishes the maximum salary that a public housing 
agency may provide to its employees and the maximum annual contract amounts that may he paid to 
its contract personnel using funds provided under this Act. A public housing agency shall use the 
same salary structure as described in this paragraph and follow the requirements of uniform 
administrative rides for Federal grants and cooperative agreements and principles and standards for 
determining costs for Federal awards for all payments that it makes to its employees and for 
personnel hired as contractors when funds provided under this Act 
are used for such payments. 

"(B) SALARY STRUCTURE.— 

"(i) The base salary of public housing agency employees and the contract amount paid 
to contracted personnel from funds provided under this Act shall be based on the Federal 
General Schedule (GS) basic rate of pay. including locality adjustment, established under 
sections S303 and 5304 of title 5. United States Code as follows: 

"(1) For public housing agencies with fewer than 250 total units (public 
housing and section 8 housing vouchers), the base salary of a public housing agency 
employee or total annual payment to each contracted personnel shall not exceed the 
basic rate of pay. including a locality adjustment, for GS-l 1. step 10; 

"(IT) For public housing agencies with 250 to 1249 total units (public housing 
and. section S housing vouchers), the base salary of a public housing employee or total 
annual payment to each contracted personnel shall not exceed the basic rate of pay, 
including locality adjustment, for GS-l 3. step 10; 

"(III) For public housing agencies with 1250 or more total units (public 
housing and section 8 housing vouchers), the base salary of a public housing agency 
employee or total annual payment to each contracted personnel shall not exceed the 
basic rate of pay. including locality adjustment, for GS-l 5. step 10. 

"(ii) Any amount of salary paid to an employee or of total annual 
payment to each contracted personnel that exceeds the amount provided under 
the structure of this paragraph must be from non-Federal non-Act sources. 

"(Hi) The salary structure provided in subparagraph (B)(i) shall he 
subject to any requirements that may he established for the General Schedule 
by an appropriations Act or by Presidential executive order for any Federal 
fiscal year. 

"(iv) A public housing agency must certify that it has established 
detailed performance measures that describe how public housing agency 
employees or personnel hired as contractors may receive a salary or contract 
increase within the limits of subparagraph (B)(i). The certification shall be 
transmitted to the Secretary’ in a format as determined by the Secretary. 

"(C) DEFINITIONS. — E'or purposes of this section — 

"(i) Employee includes any member of a public housing agency organization whose 
salary is paid in whole or in part from funds provided under this Act, and regardless of 
whether such employee is full-time or part-time, temporary or permanent. 

"(ii) Contracted personnel includes any member of a public housing agency 
organization whose position is procured under uniform administrative rules for Federal 
grants and cooperative agreements and who is paid in whole or in part from funds provided 
under this Act. and regardless of whether such individual is full-time or part-time, hourly. 
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temporary or permanent. No such position shall be for a period beyond 5 years without re- 
procurement, 

"(Hi) Salary includes the annual basic rate of pay, including a locality adjustment, as 
provided in sub-paragraph (B) and any additional adjustments, such as may he provided for 
overtime or shift differentials, bonuses, or contract payments including bonuses. Salary does 
not include fringe benefits as defined in principles and standards for determining costs for 
Federal awards. ". 

Explanation of this Section : This provision establishes permanent, tiered caps on PHA personnel 
compensation based on the number of housing voucher and public housing units PHAs manage and 
tied to the Federal General Schedule pay scale. 

Proposed Action : The Department proposes the addition of this provision in fiscal year 2015. 

[Sec. 232. Title // of Division K of Public Imw J 10-161 is amended by striking the item related to 
"Flexible Subsidy Fund".] 

Explanation of this Section: This provision eliminates the mandatory transfer of excess resources 
from the Rental Housing Assistance Fund to the Flexible Subsidy Fund. Section 235 of the fiscal 
year 2012 Appropriations Act amended the fiscal year 2005 and 2006 Appropriations Acts to 
eliminate the Flexible Subsidy transfer requirement. This proposed provision amends the fiscal year 
2008 Appropriations Act to eliminate the same transfer requirement. 

Proposed Action: The President’s Budget proposes deleting this provision since it permanent law. 

[Sec. 233. Paragraph (1) of section 242(i) of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. I7l5z-7(i)(l)) is 
amended by striking "July 31, 201 1" and inserting ".July 31. 2016"./ 

Explanation of this Section: This section allows critical access hospitals to continue to be insured 
under section 242 of the National Housing Act. 

Proposed Action: The President's Budget proposes deleting this provision since it is permanent law. 

(SEC. 234. Section 24 of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1 437v) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (m)(l), by striking "fiscal year" and all that follows through the period at the 
end and inserting "fiscal year 2014."; and 

(2) in subsection (o), by striking "September" and all that follows through the period at the 
end and inserting "September 30, 2014.". j 

Explanation of this Section : This provision extends the authorization of appropriations and sunset 
provision in the HOPE VI statute through fiscal year 2014. 


Proposed Action : The President’s Budget proposes deleting this provision because the HOPE VI 
program has been replaced by the Choice Neighborhoods program. 

SEC. [235|22*. Of the amounts made available for salaries and expenses under all accounts under 
this title (except for the Office of Inspector General account), a total of up to (S5,000,000] 
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SJ 0,000,000 may be transferred to and merged with amounts made available in the "Information 
Technology Fund" account under this title. 

Explanation of this Section: This provision allows HUD to transfer up to $10 million from salaries 
and expenses to fund technology priorities throughout the Department. 

Proposed Action: The Department proposes retaining this provision and increasing the transfer 
authority. 

[SEC. 236. The proviso under the "Community Development Fund" heading in Public Laws 109- 
148, 109-234, 110-252, and 110-329 which requires the Secretary to establish procedures to prevent 
duplication of benefits and to report to the Committees on Appropriations on all steps to prevent 
fraud and abuse is amended by striking "quarterly" and inserting "annually".] 

Explanation of this Section : This provision changes the requirement from quarterly to annually for 
the Department to report to the Committees on Appropriations on the establishment of procedures to 
prevent duplication of benefits under the Community Development Fund for specific disaster 
supplementals. Quarterly reports do not often show significant changes in progress and changes 
would also be reflected in an annual report. This provision only changes the frequency of the 
Department’s reports to the Committees on Appropriations and does not change grantees reporting 
requirements to the Department. 

Proposed Action : The President’s Budget proposes deleting this provision because it is no longer 
necessary. 

SEC. [237|279. None of the fund.s in this Act may be available for the doctoral dissertation research 
grant program at the Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

Explanation of this Section : This section prohibits the funds from being used for the doctoral 
dissertation research grant program. 


Proposed Action : The President’s Budget proposes retaining this provision. 

tSEC. 238. (al Section 3(b) of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 

1437a) is amended — 

(1) in paragraph (2), by designating the first sentence as subparagraph (A), the second 
sentence as subparagraph (B), and the remaining sentences as subparagraph (D), and by inserting 
after subparagraph (B) the following new subparagraph (C): 

"(C) The term extremely low-income families means very low-income families whose 
incomes do not exceed the higher of — 

"(i) the poverty guidelines updated periodically by the Department of Health 
and Human Services under the authority of section 673(2) of the Community Services 
Block Grant Act applicable to a family of the size involved (except that this clause 
shall not apply in the case of public housing agencies or projects located in Puerto 
Rico or any other territory' or possession of the United States); or 

"(ii) 30 percent of the median family income for the area, as determined by the 
Secretary, w'ith adjustments for smaller and larger families (except that the Secretary 
may establish income ceilings higher or lower than 30 percent of the median for the 
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area on the basis of the Secretary's findings that such variations are necessarj' because 
of unusually high or low family incomes)."; and 

(b) Section 16 of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437n) is amended — 

(1) in subsection (a)(2)(A); 

(2) in subsection (b)(1); and 

(3) in subsection (c)(3), by striking "families whose incomes" and all that follows through 
"low family incomes" and inserting "extremely low-income families".] 

Explanation of this Section : This provision makes two changes to rental assistance programs: (1) 
Broadening the definition of “extremely-low income” to apply to families with the higher of 30 
percent of Area Median Income or Federal poverty level; (2) Increases the threshold for deducting 
unreimbursed medical expenses from 3 percent to 10 percent of family income. 

Proposed Action : The President’s Budget proposes deleting this provision because it is permanent 
law. 

SEC. [2391220. RENTAL ASSISTANCE DEMONSTRATION AMENDMENTS. 

The language under the heading Rental Assistance Demonstration in the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development Appropriations Act, 2012 (Public Law 112-55), is amended [in the penultimate 
proviso by striking "and 2013," and inserting "through December31, 2014"] by — 

(a) striking "(except for funds allocated under such section for single room occupancy dwellings as 
authorized by title IV of the McKinney-Venio Homeless Assistance Act) " in both places it appears: 

(h) in the second proviso, striking "2015" and inserting "201S": 

(c) striking the fourth proviso: 

(d) in the penultimate proviso — 

(1) striking "December 31. 2014" and inserting "2016. ": 

(2) inserting "a long-term project-based subsidy contract under .section 8 of the Act with rent 
adjustments only by an operating cost factor established by the Secretary, which shall be eligible for 
renewal under section 524 of the Multifamily 

Assisted Honsing Reform and Affordability Act of 1997 (42 U.S.C. 1437f note), or to assistance 
under" following "vouchers to assistance under": 

(e) inserting the following proviso before the final proviso: 

"Provided further. That the Secretary may transfer amounts remaining on any contract converted 
under the previous proviso, amounts available under the "Rental Housing Assistance" account, and 
amounts available for tenant protection vouchers under the "Tenant-Based Rental Assistance" 
account, to the "Project-Based Rental Assistance" account to facilitate any such conversion under the 
previous proviso, and any increase in co.sl for project-based rental assistance as.sociated with any 
such conversion shall be equal to any such amounts tran.sferred: ". and 

(f) in the final proviso, striking "proviso" both places it appears and inserting "two provisos" in both 
such places. 
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Explanation of this Section : This provision will help facilitate the conversion and preservation of 
public and other HUD-assisted 

properties through the Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD). This section as amended, will do the 
following: 

• eliminates the 60,000 unit cap on public housing and Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation (Mod 
Rehab) properties that could convert assistance to long-term Section 8 rental assistance 
contracts, 

• extends the application deadline for such conversions to September 30, 20 1 8; 

• makes Section 8 Mod Rehab Single Room Occupancy (SRO) properties eligible for RAD; 

• allows remaining Rent Supplement (Rent Supp) and RAP properties to convert to long-term 
Project-Based Rental Assistance (PBRA) contracts in fiscal years 2015 and 2016, as 
necessary, using resources including amounts remaining on the contracts of a converting 
project and funding that would otherwise be used to provide short-term contract extensions, 
contract rent amendments, and/or Tenant Protection Vouchers for expiring contracts. To 
ensure cost neutrality, any increase in cost in the PBRA account as a result of Rent Supp and 
RAP properties converting to PBRA contracts must be equal to transfers from the Rent 
Supp/RAP and/or TBRA ( Tenant Based Rental Assistance) accounts; and 

• extends the sunset date for Rent Supp and RAP conversions to September 30, 2016. 

Proposed Action : The Department proposes the addition of this provision in fiscal year 2015. 

(SEC. 240. None of the funds in this Act provided to the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development may be used to make a grant award unless the Secretary notifies the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations not less than 3 full business days before any project. State, locality, 
housing authority, tribe, nonprofit organization, or other entity selected to receive a grant award is 
announced by the Department or its offices.) 

Explanation of this Section : This section requires that the House and Senate Committee on 
Appropriations be notified 3 full business days prior of grant awards prior to announcement by the 
Department. 

Pronosed Action ! The President's Budget proposes deleting this provision. 

(SEC. 241, Section 202(f)(2) of the Housing Aet of 1959 (12 U.S.C. 1701q(f)(2)) is amended — 

(a) in paragraph (A) — 

(1) by striking the matter before elause (i) and inserting the following: "The Secretary 
shall establish procedures to delegate the award, review and processing of projects, selected 
by the Secretary in a national competition, to a State or 

local housing agency that — and 

(2) in clause (iii), by striking "capital advance" and inserting "funding", and by 
replacing the comma with a semi-colon; 

(b) in subparagraph (B). by striking "capital advances" and inserting "funding under this 
section"; 

(c) in subparagraph (C), by striking the first sentence; 

(d) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as subparagraph (E), and in the redesignated 
subparagraph (E) — 

(1) by striking "a capital advance" and inserting "funding under this section";and 
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(2) by striking "capital advance amounts or project rental assistance" and inserting 
"funding under this section"; and 

(e) by inserting the following new subparagraph after subparagraph (C): 

"(D) Assistance under subsection (c)(2) may be provided for projects which identify in 
the application for assistance a defined health and other supportive services program 
including sources of financing the services for eligible residents and memoranda of 
understanding with service provision agencies and organizations to provide such services for 
eligible residents at their request. Such supportive services plan and memoranda of 
understating shall — 

"(i) identify the target populations to be served by the project; 

"(ii) set forth methods for outreach and referral; 

"(iii) identify the health and other supportive services to be provided; and 
"(iv) identify the terms under which such services will be made available to residents 
of the project.".) 

Explanation of this Section : This section expands the Department’s authority to facilitate section 
202 operating assistance-only contracts to fund supportive housing units for the elderly aligned with 
State healthcare priorities. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes deleting this provision since it is permanent law. 

[SEC. 242. Section 8(o)(2) of the United States Housing Act of 19.17 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(o)(2)). is 
amended by adding at the end the following new subparagraph: 

"(D) UTILITY ALLOWANCE.— 

"(i) GENERAL, — In determining the monthly assistance payment for a family under 
subparagraphs (A) and (B). the amount allowed for tenant-paid utilities shall not exceed the 
appropriate utility allowance for the family unit size as detennined by the public housing 
agency regardless of the size of the dwelling unit leased by the family, 

"(ii) EXCEPTION FOR FAMILIES IN INCLUDING PERSONS WITH 
DISABILITIES. — Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), upon request by a family that includes 
a person with disabilities, the public housing agency shall approve a utility allowance that is 
higher than the applicable amount on the utility allowance schedule if a higher utility 
allowance is needed as a reasonable accommodation to make the program accessible to and 
usable by the family member with a disability.".) 

Explanation of this Section : This provision modifies utility allowances to be consistent with the 
size of the unit for which the family qualifies, not the size of the unit leased. 

Proposed Action : The President’s Budget proposes deleting this provision since it is permanent law'. 

(SEC. 24.1. The Secretary shall establish by notice such requirements as may be necessary' to 
implement sections 210, 212, 220. 238. and 242 under this title and the notice shall take effect upon 
issuance: Provided, That the Secretary shall commence rulemaking based on the initial notice no later 
than the expiration of the 6-month period following issuance of the notice and the rulemaking shall 
allow for the opportunity for public comment.) 

Explanation of this Section : This section requires the Secretary to conduct rulemaking to 
implement sections 210, 212, 220. 238. and 242. 
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Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes deleting this provision. 

SEC. 22!. Notwilhslanding any provision of the United States Housing Act of 1937 concerning the 
determination of tenant rent obligations, and of section 23 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1437u) concerning 
deposits to escrow accounts, the Secretary may, during the 5-year period beginning on the date of 
enactment of this Act, allow the use of funds made available by the Secretary to public housing 
agencies to carry out rent policy demonstrations involving a limited number of families assisted 
under the 1937 Act, for the purpose of determining the effectiveness of different rent policies in 
encouraging families to obtain employment, increase their incomes, and achieve economic self- 
sufficiency, while reducing administrative burdens and maintaining housing stability. Such 
demonstrations shall include public housing agencies of various sizes, and may include providing 
income disregards, family self-sufficiency accounts, and policies under which families pay rent in 
amounts different from 30 percent of their adjusted income. The Secretary shall publish a report 
regarding the results and effectiveness of any demonstrations conducted 
under the authority of this section. 

Explanation of this Section: This provision authorizes the Department to conduct rent policy 
demonstrations. These demonstrations will help the Department determine the effectiveness of rental 
policy initiatives on residents' employment opportunities, incomes, and achievement of economic 
self-sufficiency, while maintaining housing stability and reducing administrative burdens. 

Proposed Action: The President's Budget proposed the addition of this provision in fiscal year 2014 
and proposes it again for fiscal year 2015. This provision will assist the Department in developing 
effective policies to encourage employment and increase the earned income of assisted families. 

SEC. 222. EXCEPTION TO AFFORDABLE HOUSING QUALIFICATION FOR MULTIFAMILY 
HOUSING SECURING LOANS MADE BY CERTAIN ENTITIES. Section 542(h)(9) of the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C. I7l5z-22(b)(9)) is amended at the end by- 
inserting after the period the following: "This requirement does not apply to housing securing loans 
made to increa.se the availability of capital to .small multifamily rental properties by entities approved 
by the Secretary as having demonstrated experience in making loans for low and moderate income 
multifamily housing. 

Explanation of this Section: This provision will expand on the Department’s demonstration 
authority to make Section 542(b) Risk Share loans available to small multifamily properties (5 to 49 
units). These small properties are underserved by the conventional market, and are traditionally 
underserved by FHA as well. The provision focuses on the particular needs of very small (20 units 
and under), unsubsidized propertie.s. These small properties comprise a significant share of rental 
housing in certain urban areas. Small multifamily properties are an important means for the 
Department to meet its affordable housing and community development goals. These properties are 
more likely to be owned by small entities or individuals, tend to be concentrated in lower income 
neighborhoods, and often offer rents affordable to households below median income. 

Proposed Action: The Department proposes the addition of this provision in fiscal year 2015. 

SEC. 223. Section 314 of the Department of Housing and Urban Development Appropriations Act, 
2006, is repealed. 
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Explanation of this Section: Section 3 14 of the fiscal year 2006 Appropriations Act required the 
Department to submit a report in 2006, and annually thereafter, regarding the number of federally 
assisted units under lease and per unit cost. It is a significant 

administrative burden to produee this report and the data it contains is available in other sources 
including the Department’s Annual Performance Report and on the website. 

Proposed Action: The Department proposes the addition of this provision in fiscal year 2015. The 
Department can provide this data to the Committees on Appropriations upon request and the repeal of 
this requirement would reduce the administrative burden of preparing an annual report. 

SEC. 224. Subsection (g) of section 9 of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. I437g(g)) 
is amended by — 


(a) striking paragraphs (1 ) and (2) and inserting the following new paragraph: 

"(I ) FULL FLEXIBILITY OF CAPITAL AND OPERA TING FUND AMOUNTS. - Hhe 
Secretary shall provide, by notice published in the Federal Register, that of any amounts allocated 
for any fiscal year from the funds under subsections (d) and (e) for any public housing agency that is 
not designated pursuant to section 6(j)(2) as a troubled public housing agency and that, in the 
determination of the Secretary is operating and maintaining its public housing in a safe, clean, and 
healthy condition, the agency may use any such amounts for any eligible activities under subsections 
(d)(1) and (e)(1). regardless of the fund from which the amounts were allocated and provided. and 

(h) redesignating paragraph (3) as paragraph (2). 

Explanation of this Section: This provision provides fungibility of PHA operating and capital 
funds. Currently, only small PHAs have the ability to use their public housing Operating and Capital 
fund.s interchangeably. This proposal will allow PHAs to more efficiently and effectively respond to 
the operating and capital needs of the public housing stock. 

Proposed Action: The President's Budget proposed making this provision permanent law. 

SEC. 225. GINNIE MAE SECURITIZATION.— 

(a) Paragraph (8) of section 542(h) of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992 (12 
U.S.C. I715z-22(hj) is amended in its title by deleting "Prohibition on" and in its text by revising it to 
read as follows: 

"The Government National .Mortgage Association shall not securitize any multifamily loans 
insured or reinsured under this subsection, except as provided herein. The Government 
National Mortgage Association may. at the discretion of the 
Secretary, securitize any multifamily loan, provided that — 

"(A) the Federal Housing Administration provides mortgage insurance based on the 
unpaid principal balance of the loan, as shall he described in the Risk Share Agreement: 

"(B) the Federal Housing Administration .shall not require an assignment fee for 
mortgage insurance claims related to the securitized mortgages: and 

"(C) any succe.ssors and assigns of the risk share partner (including the holders of 
credit instruments issued under a trust mortgage or deed of trust pursuant to which such 
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holders act by and through a trustee therein named) shall not assume any obligation under 
the risk-sharing agreement and may assign any defaulted loan to the Federal Housing 
Administration in exchange for payment of the mortgage insurance claim. The risk-sharing 
agreement must provide for reimbursement to the Secretary by the risk share partner(s) for 
either all or a portion of the losses incurred on the loans insured. ". 

(b) Paragraph (6) of section 542(c) of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992 (12 
U.S.C. I7l5z-22(c)) is amended in its title by deleting "Prohibition on" and in its text by revising it to 
read as follows: 

"The Government National Mortgage Association may. at the discretion of the Secretary, 
securitize any multifamily loan insured under this subsection, provided that — 

"(A) the Federal Housing Administration provides mortgage insurance based on the 
unpaid principal balance of the loan, as shall he described by regulation: 

"(B) the Federal Housing Administration shall not require an assignment fee for 
mortgage insurance claims related to the securitized mortgages: and 

"(C) any successors and assigns of the risk share partner (including the holders of 
credit instruments issued under a trust mortgage or deed of trust pursuant to which such 
holders act by and through a trustee therein named) .shall not assume any obligation under 
the risk-sharing agreement and may a.ssign any defaulted loan to the Federal Housing 
Administration in exchange for payment of the mortgage insurance claim. The risk-sharing 
agreement must provide for reim- 
bursement to the Secretary by the risk share partner(.s) for either all or a portion of the los.ses 
incurred on the loans insured. ". 

(c) Clause (ii) of the first sentence of section 306(g)(1) of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 

1 721(g)(1)) is amended by striking the semi-colon and inserting a comma, and by inserting before the 
period at the end the following: ", or which are insured under subsection (h) or (c) of section 542 of 
the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C.1715z-22), subject to the terms of 
paragraph (8) and (6), respectively: of such subsection”. 

Explanation of this Section: Sections 542(b)(8) and (c)(6) as enacted (12 U.S.C. 1 71 5z -22(b)(8) 
and (c)(6)) prevent securitization of risk-sharing loans through Ginnie Mae-guaranteed securities. 

This is because, if a risk-sharing loan is securitized and the issuer defaults, Ginnie Mae. as assignee 
of the loan, would become liable for the risk-sharing obligations of the issuer, as would any other 
issuer to which Ginnie Mae might attempt to transfer the loan. 

This proposal amends Sections 542(b) and (c) to remove the prohibition against securitization of 
these loans through Ginnie Mae. so long as the scope of insurance on the loans falls within the 
parameters of amended Section 542(b) and (c). Specifically, while the loans may be the subject of a 
risk sharing agreement between the originating mortgagee and FHA, successors and assignees of the 
originating mortgagee shall not be liable for the obligations under the risk sharing agreement. Upon 
assignment of a loan to FHA by an assignee./suecessor, FHA shall pay an insurance claim based on 
the unpaid principal balance. In addition, FHA shall not require an assignment fee for any loan 
insured under these subsections if the loan is securitized through Ginnie Mae. 

The related conforming amendment includes language in Ginnie Mae s Charter Act to authorize 
securitization of loans insured under Subsections 542(b) and (c) as amended. 
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These amendments will allow Ginnie Mae to provide secondary market liquidity to support a broader 
range of housing financed through FHA risk-sharing programs, including small (5-49 units) 
affordable multifamily developments, and improve existing financing options. 

Proposed Action: The Department proposed the addition of this provision in fiscal year 2014 and 
proposes it again for fiscal year 2015. The proposed amendments will increase access to multifamily 
development financing by allowing Ginnie Mae to securitize risk-sharing loans. 

SEC. 226. SHOP AMENDMENTS. — Section U of the Housing Opportunity Program Extension A ct 
of 1996 (42 U.S.C. 12805 note) Is amended — 

(1) in subsection (d)(2) by adding at the end the following new subparagraph: 

"(C) PLANNING, ADMINISTRATION, AND MANAGEMENT. Planning, administration, and 
management of grant programs and activities, provided that such expenses do not exceed 20 percent 
of any grant made under this section. 

(2) in subsection (i)(5) by- 

(/I) striking "24" and inserting "36"; and 

(B) striking "except that" and all that follows through "such grant amounts": 

(i) in .subsection (j) by 

(A) inserting after the heading "(I) REDISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS. ": 

(B) striking "24" and inserting "36"; 

(C) striking "(or. in the case" and all that follows through "within 36 months) ":and 

(D) adding at the end the following new paragraph: 

"(2) DEADLINE FOR COMPLETION AND CONVEYANCE. -- The Secretary shall 
establish a deadline (which may he extended for good cause as determined by the Secretary) 
by which time all units that have been assisted with grant funds under this section must be 
completed and conveyed. ": and 
(4) by striking subsection (q). 

Explanation of this Section: This proposed provision makes four changes to the Self-Help and 
Homeownership Opportunity (SHOP) program: 

(1) Adds an eligibility category under subsection (d)(2) to specifically allow up to twenty percent of 
each SHOP Grant to be used for eligible planning, administration and management costs provided 
such costs do not exceed 20 percent of the SHOP Grant: SHOP NOFAs have historically allowed the 
use of SHOP Grant funds for eligible plaiming, administration and management costs, provided such 
costs do not exceed 20 percent of the SHOP Grant. This authorization is well established in the 
SHOP program. Adding this Section to the SHOP statute codifies this authority in the statute, and 
clarifies that there are three categories of eligible costs that can be financed with SHOP Grant funds: 
land acquisition, infrastructure improvements; and planning, administration and management 
(provided such expenses do not exceed 20 percent of the grant). 

(2) Amends subsections (i)(5) and (j) to eliminate the dual 24-month and 36-month Grant expenditure 
time frames (the Grant Term), and establish a single 36-month Grant Temi for all participating 
organizations, consortia and affiliate organizations, after which the Secretary will recapture any 
■‘unused” SHOP Grant funds: Amending Sections (i)(5) and (j) “Grant Agreemenf to establish a 
single 36 month SHOP Grant Term for all SHOP Grantees. Consortium members and affiliate 
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organizations will facilitate program management and eliminate an unnecessary distinction between 
different categories of SHOP entities based on the number of SHOP units to be undertaken. This 
change will enable Grantees to more easily shift fimds away from non-performing affiliates to 
performing affiliates, without being in danger of violating the 24 month Grant Term. It will also ease 
HUD and the Grantee’s administrative burden of tracking multiple deadlines for each SHOP Grant. 

(3) Adds to subsection (j) a provision that authorizes the Secretary to establish a deadline for the 
completion and conveyance of all SHOP units that have been assisted with SHOP Grant funds: 
Although the SHOP statute establishes a deadline for the use (expenditure) of all SHOP Grant funds, 
it does not establish a deadline for the completion and conveyance of all SHOP units that have been 
financed with these Grant funds. Final Grant Close Out does not occur until all SHOP Grant-assisted 
units have been completed and conveyed to eligible homebuyers. Providing HUD with the statutory 
authority to establish a deadline for the timely completion and conveyance of all SHOP Grant- 
assisted units will better enable HUD to facilitate program performance and enforce against instances 
of non-compliance, HUD could modify a deadline for good cause. 

(4) Eliminates subsection (q) which prohibits the Secretary from issuing regulations that exceed, in 
length, five full pages in the Federal Register: The current SHOP statute subsection (q) limits HUD s 
issuance of necessary regulations to five pages, which is too limited to allow HUD to issue 
meaningful program rules. As a result, the annual SHOP Notice ot Funding Availability (NOFA) and 
related Grant Agreement are overburdened with SHOP program and cross-cutting statutory 
requirements. Removing subsection (q) from the SHOP Statute will eliminate this unreaii.stie five 
page limitation on the issuance of SHOP regulations. This will enable HUD to engage in rulemaking 
that will allow an opportunity for public comment, unlike the NOFA process. The issuance of 
regulations will also provide more certainty and consistency in the SHOP program, establish clear 
guidance for program administration, and streamline the NOFA process. 

Proposed Action: The Department proposes the addition of this provision in fiscal year 2015. 


SEC. 227. FAIR MARKET RENTS. -Paragraph (I) of seclion 8(c) of the UnitedStates Housing Act 
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437) is amended— 

(a) by inserting "(A)" after the paragraph designation: 

(h) by striking the fourth, seventh, eighth, and ninth sentences: and 
(c) by adding at the end the following: 

"(B) Publication of Fair Market Rentals.— Not less than annually: 

"(I ) The Secretaiy .shall publish a notice in the Federal Register that proposed 
fair market rentals for an area have been published on the site of the Department on 
the Internet and in any other manner .specified by the Secretary. Such notice shall 
describe proposed material changes in the methodology for estimating fair market 
rentals and shall provide reasonable time for public comment. 

"(2) The Secretary shall publish a notice in the Federal Register that final fair 
market rentals have been published on the site of the Department on the internet and 
in any other manner specified by the Secretary. .Such notice shall include the final 
decisions regarding proposed substantial methodological changes for estimating fair 
rentals and responses to public comments. ” 
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Explanation of this Section: This provision generally allows Ihe Secretary of HUD to publish 
proposed and final FMRs on the Internet without also printing all FMRs in the Federal Register. 
Proposed and final methodological changes in FMR estimates, and solicitation of public comment on 
FMRs would continue to be published in the Federal Register, The provision also removes obsolete 
language specifying certain counties as receiving special FMR estimates. 

Proposed Action: The Department proposes the addition of this provision in fiscal year 2015. 

SEC. 228. Section 255 of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. I715z-20) is amended— 

(u) in subsection (b)(1) by inserting before the period except that the term mortgagor shall 
not include the successors and assigns of the original borrower under a mortgage and 

(b) in subsection (j) to read as follows: "(j) SAFEGUARD TO PREVENT DISPLACEMENT 
OF HOMEOWNER. — In order for a mortgage to he eligible for insurance under this section, the 
mortgage shall provide that the obligation of the mortgagor to satisfy 
the loan obligation is deferred until the death of the mortgagor, the sale of the home, or the 
occurrence of other events specified in regulations of the Secretary. Section 1647(b) of title 15 and 
any implementing regulations issued by the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System shall 
not apply to a mortgage insured under this section. " 

Explanation of this Section: This section revises the National Housing Act to clarify that the 
HECM becomes due and payable on the death of the mortgagor spouse. This corrects the incorrect 
understanding that a non-mortgagor spouse can benefit from the HECM despite the death of the 
mortgagor spouse. This has been a source of litigation for the Department, This clarification will 
help avoid such misunderstanding in the future. 

Proposed Action: The Department proposes the addition of this provision in fiscal year 2015. 

SEC. 229. HOUSING COUNSELING .AMENDMENTS— 

(a) Section 106 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968 (12 U.S.C.17()lx) is 
amended— 

[1) by adding at the end the following new subsection: "(j) FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE. 
For purposes of this section, the Secretary may enter into multiyear agreements as is 
appropriate, subject to the availability of annual appropriations. ": 

(2) in subsection (e)(2) by adding at the end of paragraph (2) the following sentence: 
"These standards may provide that an individual may also show competence to provide 
counseling by having successfully completed training in each of the six areas. ": and 

(J) in subsection (J) 

(A) in paragraph (I), by inserting "or entities" after "(which may be a 
nonprofit organization) and 

(B) in paragraphs (3) through (6), by inserting "or entities" after the word 
"entity" each place such word appears. 

(b) Section 4(g)(3)(A) of Ihe Department of Housing and Urban Development Act (42 U.S.C. 
3533(g)(3)(A)) is amended by — 

(7) in clause (i), striking "and": 

(2) in clause (ii), striking Ihe period at the end and inserting ": and"; and 
(i) adding at the end the following clause: "(Hi) to accept and retain, on behalf of the 
Secretary, and subject to procedures established by the Secretary, funds from private entities, 
including mortgage lenders and servicers, and any funds made available to the Director 
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pursuant to the settlement of any legal proceedings, to he distributed and used for housing 
counseling activities under section 106 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968. " 

Explanation of this Section; This proposed provision makes three changes that will streamline and 
improve the Housing Counseling program: 

(1) Allows the Department to enter into multiyear agreements with grantees subject to the availability 
of funding. Multiyear counseling funding reduces the burden on HUD to process applications and 
award grants on an annual basis and allows HUD-approved housing counseling agencies to apply for 
multiyear grant funds instead of submitting applications annually. Multiyear funding will help 
counseling agencies use their resources to help homeowners and prospective homeowners and not 
expend valuable time applying for grants every year if the counseling agency has a proven record of 
performance. Additionally, multiyear funding will allow housing counseling agencies to reduce 
capital costs by increasing the potential funds they can leverage and provide for better long-term 
funding plans. 

(2) Expands the eligibility for qualified organizations to provide counselor training from one to 
multiple entities. Multiple entities administering the homeownership and rental counselor training 
and certification program will reduce burden on housing counseling agencies and housing counselors 
by providing housing counselors with more testing sites and training opportunities. 

(3) Allows private entities to provide funding to HUD-approved Housing Counseling agencies. 
Private funding from sources such as reverse mortgage lenders, servicers and settlement funds, could 
be efficiently and fairly approved or distributed by HUD to qualified counseling agencies. 

Leveraging non-federal sources of funding would allow agencies to provide additional services while 
maintaining the quality and independence of HUD-approved Housing Counselors. 

Proposed Action; The Department proposes the addition of this provision in fiscal year 2015. 

SEC. 230. (a) Subsection (b) of section 225 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act (42 U.S.C. 12755) is amended by adding at the end the following new sentence: "Such 30-day 
waiting period is not required if the grounds for the termination or refusal to renew involve a direct 
threat to the safety of the tenants or employees of the housing, or an imminent and serious threat to 
the property (and the termination or refusal to renew is in accordance with the requirements of State 
or local law). ". 

(b) Section 231 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 12771) 
is amended — 

(1) in subsection (b) by striking "make .such funds available by direct reallocation " 
and a! I that follows through "were recaptured" and inserting "reallocate the funds by formula 
in accordance with section 217(d) of this Act (42 U.S.C. 12747(d))"; and 

(2) by striking subsection (c). 

(c) Section 104(6) of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 
12704) is amended by adding at the end of the undesignated matter after subparagraph (D) 
the following sentence: "In the case of an organization funded by the State under title II of 
this Act. the organization may serve all counties within the State. " 

(d) Section 216 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 12746) 
is amended — 
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(1) in paragraph (3) by striking "Except as provided in paragraph (10). a" and 
inserting "A 

(2) in paragraph (8) by striking "subsequent" and inserting "five": 

(3) bv amending paragraph (9) to read as follows: 

"(9) REVOCATION.— 

"(A) The Secretary may revoke the designation of a jurisdiction as a 
participating jurisdiction if the Secretary finds, after reasonable notice and 
opporiunity for hearing, that the jurisdiction is unwilling or unable to carry 
out the provisions of this title. Any remaining line of credit in the HOME 
Investment Trust Fund established for the jurisdiction under section 218 shall 
be reallocated in accordance with paragraph (6) of this section. 

"(B) The Secretary shall revoke the designation of a jurisdiction as a 
participating jurisdiction if the allocation for the jurisdiction falls below 
$500,000 for 3 years during the period in paragraph (8). ": and 

(4) by striking paragraph (10). 

(e) .Section 217(h) of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 
12747(h)) is amended — 

(1) in paragraph (3) by striking ", except as provided in paragraph (4) ": and 

(2) by striking paragraph (4). 

Explanation of this Section: These provision makes four changes to the HOME Investment 
Partnership Program: (1) Facilitates eviction of HOME rental unit tenants who pose a direct threat to 
tenants or employees of the housing or are an imminent, serious threat to the property; (2) Allows 
recaptured Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO) funds to be reallocated by 
formula as regular HOME funds; (3) Allows nonprofit organizations that operate statewide to be 
designated as CHDOs by the State Participating Jurisdiction; (4) Revises provisions that establish 
when Participating Jurisdictions that fall below eligibility criteria could continue to receive HOME 
funding. 

Proposed Action: The Department proposed the addition of the provisions on eviction and CHDO 
recaptures in fiscal year 2013 and proposes them again for fiscal year 2014. For fiscal year 2014, the 
Budget proposes additional HOME provisions to revise the grandfathering of participating 
jurisdictions and authorize nonprofit organizations that operate statewide. 

SEC. 231. Subsection 3(b) of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437a(h)) is amended 
by revising subparagraph (ii) of paragraph (5)(A) to read as follows: 

"(ii) HEALTH .AND MEDICAL EXPENSES. The amount, if any, by which 10 percent of 
annual family income is exceeded by the sum of— 

(I) in the case of any elderly or disabled family, any unreimbursed health and medical 
care expenses: and 

(IT) any unreimbursed reasonable attendant care and auxiliary apparatus expenses for 
each handicapped member of the family to the extent nece.ssary to enable any 
member of such family to be employed. 

Explanation of this Section : This section increases the threshold for deducting unreimbursed 
medical expenses from 3 percent to 10 percent of family income. 
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Proposed Action; The Department proposed the addition of these provisions in fiscal year 2014 and 
proposes them again for fiscal year 2015 to simplify administration of the medical expenses 
deduction, and reduce Federal costs. 

SEC. 232. MULTIFAMILY PERFORMANCE-BASED ENERGY CONSERVATION 
DEMONSTRA TION. — 

(a) PURPOSE. — The purpose of this demonstration is to authorize the Secretary of the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (hereinafter referred to as "the Secretary") to test a 
performance-based model program that facilitates financing 

of energy and water conservation improvements in assisted multifamily housing with the intent of 
reducing the utility costs of such housing. 

{b) PROGRAM AUTHORITY.— In accordance with the provisions of this section, the 
Secretary may execute performance-based agreements in fiscal years 2015 through 201 7 to provide 
energy and water conservation improvements for up to 20,000 units in eligible multifamily 
properties. The Secretary may use funds made available under the heading "Project-Based Rental 
.Assistance "for such agreements in each fiscal year that .such agreements are executed or in effect. 

(e) BUDGET NEUTRALITY . — The demonstration shall he budget neutral, so that the utility 
costs subsidized by the Secretary and the performance payments under the performance-based 
agreements for the participating properties are not more than the utility costs subsidized by the 
Secretary would have been for such properties in the absence of this demonstration. 

(d) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES. 

(/) IN GENERAL. — The Secretary may execute performance-based agreements under 
this section with entities that provide services or that arrange for the provision of 
services and, upon receipt of payments under the agreement, disburse such 
payments in accordance with the agreement. 

(2) SELECTION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITIES. -The Secretary may select eligible entities 
by competition or a formula based on an eligibility threshold. 

(e) TERMS OF PERFORMANCE-BASED AGREEMENTS. A performance-based agreement 
under this section shall include - 

{!) the period that the agreement will he in effect and during which payments may be 
made, which may be a term of up to 12 years: 

(2) the performance measures that will serve as payment thresholds during the term of 
the agreement: 

(d) an audit protocol for the properties covered by the agreement: 

(4) a requirement that payments .shall be contingent on realized cost savings 
associated with reduced utility consumption in the participating properties: and 

(5) such other requirements and terms as determined to be appropriate by the 
Secretary. 

(J) IMPLEMENTATION.— This .section shall he implemented in accordance with such 

procedures, terms, requirements, and conditions as the Secretary shall, by notice, provide, 
(g) EVALUATION AND REPORT.— The Secretary shall conduct an evaluation of the use of the 

authority under this section every 5 years after the execution of the first agreement under this section 
and within 2 years of the expiration of the last 
agreement executed under this section, and report .such findings to Congress. 

Explanation of this Section : Authorizes the Secretary to conduct a demonstration to test a 
performance-based model program that facilitates financing of energy and water conservation 
improvements in assisted multifamily housing with the intent to reduce utility costs. 
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Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes addition of this provision. 

SEC. 233, LIHPRHA FLEXIBILITY. Section 2 19(a) of the Low Income Hoii.sing Fre.servation and 
Resident Homeownership Act of 1 990 (12 U.S.C. 4109) is amended by— 

(a) .striking "AGREEMENTS BY THE SECRETARY.—A fier" and imerting "AGREEMENTS 
BY THE SECRETARY. -^"(1) After": 

(h) redesignating paragraphs (I), (2), and (3) as subparagraphs (A). (B), and (C). 
respectively: and 

(e) adding after the newly designated paragraph (I) the following new paragraph: 

"(2) As determined by the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development and 
notwithstanding section 222(a)(2)(A) (12 U.S.C. 41 12(a)(2)(A)). at the request of any owner 
refinancing, or any qualified purchaser of eligible low-income housing 
that is subject to a use agreement pursuant to such Acts, the Secretary may amend the use 
agreement or other governing documents for such housing in order to terminate or modify 
any limitations on prepayments and periodic distributions of surplus cash generated by such 
housing in accordance with section 220(d)(2)(E) (12 U.S.C. 41 10(d)(2)(E)) to facilitate the 
preservation of the housing through acquisition or refinancing as affordable housing, 
provided that the property is covered by a me agreement for 20 years beyond the date of 
acquisition or refinancing, and that the owner or purchaser of such housing agrees to renew 
the existing project-based Housing Assistance Payments contract pursuant to section 524 of 
the Multifamily Assisted Housing and Affordability Act of 1997, as amended (42 U.S.C. I437f 
note) for a term to be determined by the Secretary. ". 

Explanation of this Section : This provision is designed to aid in the preservation of assisted 
housing projects. The provision authorizes HUD to modify use agreements and other restrictions 
upon the refinancing or purchase of the project - making it much more financially feasible to 
continue to operate the project as assisted housing. The provision allows owners of LIHPRHA 
properties to access the same incentives as other owners of HUD Multifamily properties with 
affordability use agreements to preserve the long term affordability of properties and leverage 
external financing to make capital repairs. Today, LIHPRHA projects have Use Agreements that may 
impose restrictions on owner developer fees, use of LIIITC equity and statutorily allowed 
distributions. This provision allows I lUD to level the playing field for these projects and align Use 
Agreements with the statute, for the purpose of opening up new incentives to preserve the.se 
properties. The additional flexibility is conditioned on the owner continuing to operate the project as 
affordable housing - either through a 20-year use agreement or MAHRA contract. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes addition of this provision. 

SEC, 234. Subsection (a) of section 1018 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992 
(42 U.S.C. 4852d), is amended by adding after paragraph 5 the following new paragraph: 

"(6) A UTHORITY OF THE SEC RETAR Y. ^ 

"(A) INVESTIGATIONS. — The Secretary is authorized to conduct .such investigations 
as may he necessary to administer and carry out his duties under this section. The Secretary 
is authorized to administer oaths and require by subpoena the production of documents, and 
the attendance and testimony of witnesses as the Secretary deems advisable. Nothing 
contained in this subparagraph shall prevent the .Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency from exercising authority under the Toxic Substances Control Act or this 
.ict. 
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"(B) ENFORCEMENT.~~Any district court of the United States within the jurisdiction 
of which an inquiry is carried, on application of the Attorney General may, in the case of 
contumacy or refusal to obey a subpoena of the Secretary issued under this section, issue an 
order requiring compliance therewith; and any failure to obey such order of the court may be 
punished by the court as a contempt thereof. 

Explanation of this Section : Provides the Secretary authority to carry out investigations, administer 
oaths, and subpoena documents related to violations of the Lead Disclosure provision of Title X. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes addition of this provision 

SEC. 235. NONPROFITS ADMINISTERING RENTAL ASSISTANCE. Section 423(g) of the 
McKinney-Vento Homeless Attsistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11383(g)) is amended by inserting "private 
nonprofit organization. " after "unit of general local government , ", 

Explanation of this Section : Amends the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 

! 1383(g)) to allow private non-profit organizations to administer rental assistance programs. 

Proposed Action : The President’s Budget proposes addition of this provision. 

SEC. 236. Section IS4(b)(4) of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 

1 7l5z-l3a(b)(4)) is amended by adding at the end the following new subparagraphs; 

"(E) The Secretary may authorize qualifying lenders to participate in a direct guarantee 
process for approving loans. If the Secretary determines that a mortgage insured through the direct 
guarantee process was not originated in accordance with the requirements established by the 
Secretary, then the Secretary may require the lender approved under this subparagraph to indemnify 
the Secretary for the loss, irrespective of whether the violation caused the mortgage default. If fraud 
or misrepresentation was involved in the direct guarantee process, the Secretary shall require the 
lender approved under this .subparagraph to indemnify the Secretary for the loss regardless of when 
an insurance claim is paid. 

"(F) Periodically, the Secretary may review the mortgagees originating or undenvriting 
single family mortgages under this section, as follows: 

"(i) In conducting this review’ the Secretary .shall compare that mortgagee with other 
mortgagees originating or underwriting loan guarantees for Indian housing based on the 
rates of defaults and claims for insured single family mortgage loans originated or 
underwritten by that mortgagee. 

"(ii) The Secretary may also compare that mortgagee with such other mortgagees 
based on underwriting quality: geographic area served: or any commonly used factors the 
Secretary deems necessary for comparing mortgage default risk. 

provided that such comparison is of factors that the Secretary would expect to reduce the 
default risk of mortgages insured by the Secretary. 

"(Hi) In carrying out the periodic review of mortgagee performance, the Secretary 
shall implement such comparisons by regulation, notice, or mortgagee letter. 

"(iv) The Secretary may terminate the approval of a mortgagee to originate or 
underwrite loan guarantees for Indian Housing if the Secretary determines that the mortgage 
loans originated or underwritten by the mortgagee pre.sent an unacceptable risk to the Indian 
Housing Loan Guarantee fund based on a comparison of any of the factors set forth in this 
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subparagraph or by a determination that the mortgagee engaged in fraud or 
misrepresentation. 

Explanation of this Section : Amends the Housing and Community Development Aet to authorize 
the Secretary to (1) seek indemnification from any loss if he determines that a mortgage was not 
originated in accordance with HUD requirements; (2) terminate lenders if the lender presents an 
unacceptable risk or commits fraud. 

Propo.sed Action ; The President's Budget proposes addition of this provision. 


SEC. 237. Section 184(h)(1)(B) of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 
I715z-I3a(h)(I)(B)) is amended by inserting after the first sentence the following: "Exhausting cdt 
reasonable possibilities of collection by the holder of the guarantee shall include a good faith 
consideration of loan modification as well as meeting standards for servicing loans in default, as 
determined by the Secretary. 

Explanation of this Section : Requires lenders to consider loan modification and meet standards for 
servicing loans in default prior to payment of the claim by HUD. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes addition of this provision. 

SEC. 238. Section IS4(l)(3) of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 

1 7ISz-I3a(l)(3)) is amended to read asfoHows:"(3) The term "Indian" has the same definition as in 
section 4(10) of the Native .American Housing Assistance and Self-Determination Act of 1996.". 

Explanation of this Section : Updates statutory definitions governing Section 184 program for 
“Indian” to make them consistent with the Native American Housing Assistance and Self- 
Determination Act (NAHSADA) for eligibility purposes. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes addition of this provision. 

SEC. 239. Section lS4(i)(8) of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 
17l5z-!3a(l)(8)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(8) Indian tribe . — 

"(A) INDIAN TRIBE. —The term "Indian tribe" has the same definition as in section 
4(I3)(A) of the Native American Housing Assistance and Self-Determination Act of 1996. 

"(B) FEDERALLY RECOGNIZED TRIBE. — The term "Federally recognized tribe" 
has the .same definition as in section 4(I3)(B) of the Native .American Housing A.ssistance and 
Self Determination .Act of 1996. 

"(C) STATE-RECOGNIZED TRIBE . — The term "State-recognized tribe" has the same 
definition as in section 4(I3)(C)(i) of the Native American Housing Assistance and Self- 
Determination Act of 1 996. 

"(D) CONDITIONS.— Nothing in paragraph (C) shall he construed to confer upon a 
State-recognized tribe any rights, privileges, responsibilities, or obligations otherwise 
accorded Indian tribes recognized by the United States for other purpo.ses. ". 
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Explanation of this Section : Updates statutory definitions governing Section 1 84 program for 
"Indian Tribe”, "Federally-Recognized Tribe” and “State-Recognized tribe” to make them consistent 
with the Native American Housing Assistance and Self-Determination Act (NAHSADA) for 
eligibility purposes. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes addition of this provision. 

SEC. 240. Section 579 of the Multifamily Assisted Housing Reform and Affordability Act (MAHRA) 
of 1997 (42 U.S.C I437f note) is amended by striking "October I, 2015" each place it appears and 
inserting in lieu thereof "October /, 2018". 

Explanation of this Section : This provision extends the sunset date of the Multifamily Assisted 
Housing Reform and Affordability Act (MAHRA) of 1997 to October 1, 2018 (expires in 2015). 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes addition of this provision. 

SEC. 241. The fifth sentence in the .second undesignated paragraph after section 2210) of the 
National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 17151(f)) is amended by inserting "or subsection (d)(4)" after 
"subsection (d)(3)". 

Explanation of this Section : Clarifies that low-and-moderate income persons under 62 years of age 
are eligible for occupancy of dwelling units in a project financed with a mortgage insured under 
221 (d)(4) private industry mortgagors like they arc for 221(d)(3) public agency mortgagors, 

Propo.scd Action : The President's Budget proposes addition of this provision. 

SEC. 242. Section 221 of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 17151) is amended by striking 
subsection (g)(4). 

Explanation of this Section : Eliminates Section 221(g)(4) of the National Housing Act regarding 
loan assignment authority. The provision is no longer necessary because there aren’t any outstanding 
loans left that would qualify under this provision. 

Proposed Action : The President's Budget proposes addition of this provision, 

SEC. 243. Notwithstanding section 24(o) of the United States Housing. 4cl of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437v(o)). amounts made available in prior appropriations Acts under the heading "Revitalization of 
Severely Distressed Public Housing (HOPE VI) " or under the heading "Choice Neighborhoods 
Initiative" may continue to he provided as assistance pursuant to such section. 

Explanation of this Section : Extends sunset provision for HOPE VI (Section 24) for fiscal year 
2015 to ensure that HUD can continue to disburse HOPE VI balances from prior year funds. Also 
incorporates Choice because Choice funding is subject to Section 24. 

Propo.sed Action : The President's Budget proposes addition of this provision. 
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SEC. 244. Section 202 of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1 708) is amended by adding at the end 
the fallowing new subsection: 

"(i) ADMINISTRATION. Notwithstanding any provision of law, and in addition to any other 
fees charged in connection with the provision of insurance under this title, in each fiscal year the 
Secretary may charge and collect a fee not to exceed 4 basis points of the original principal balance 
of mortgages originated by the mortgagee that were insured under this title during the previous fiscal 
year. Such fee collected from each mortgagee shall be used as offsetting collections for part of the 
administrative contract expenses funding and any necessary salaries and expenses funding provided 
under the Mutual Mortgage Insurance Program Account 

under this title. The Secretary may establish the amount of .such fee through regulations, notice. 
Mortgagee letter, or other administrative Issuance. ". 

Explanation of this Section : Provides authority to charge lenders an administrative support fee. 
These funds will provide enhancements to administrative contract support and FIIA staffing, with a 
focus on increasing the number of loans reviewed annually for quality assurance, which will ensure 
lender compliance with FHA endorsement policies and reduce losses to the FHA insurance fund. 

Proposed Action : The President’s Budget proposes the addition of this provision in 201 5. 

SEC. 245. Notwithstanding Section 620(d)(2) of the National Manufactured Housing Construction 
and Safely Standards Act of 1974. as amended (42 U.S.C. 5419(d)(2)), the Secretary may modify fees 
authorized under Section 620 of such Act by notice published in the Federal Register. (Department of 
Housing and Urban Development .Appropriations Act, 201 4.) 

Explanation of this Section : This new provision is similar to procedures for FHA mortgages and 
will provide the Department with the ability to respond timely to changes in the dynamic 
Manufactured Housing Industry and raise fees by notice rather than rulemaking. 

Propo.scd Action : The President's Budget proposes the addition of this provision in 2015. 
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Mr. Latham #5 


Gencrai/Crosscutting 


Question: in table fonnat, please list all reports due to the Committee for fiscal year 2014. their 
delivery dates, and actual delivery dates. For any reports that were late, please explain why the 
reports were late. 

Answ’er: See attached table. 



HUD'S FY 2014 
Appropriations Report 
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Mr, Latham #6 

General/Crosscutting 

Question: Please provide a chart with the carryover for each program for the last ten years. 
Answer: See attached table. 



HUD 10 Year 
Carryover History 
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Mr. Latham #7 


Management and Administration 

Question: Please provide an organizational chart for each office at HUD. 
Answer; Please see attached. 



HUD -Center for HUD -CHCO.pdf HUD-CIR.pdf rtJD- FPM (3).pdf HUD - Government 
Faith Based and Neig National Mortgage As 



HUD -OCIO.pdf HUD-ODEEO.pdf HUD -Office of HUD - Office of Chief HUD - Office of Chief 
Adjudicatory Services Financial Officer, pdf Procurement Officer. 



HUD -Office of HUD - Office of Fair HUD -Office of HUD -Office of HUD -Office of 
Corrmunty Planning iHSNG and Equal Opp( General Counsetpdf Heathy Homes and b Housing.pdf 

E B B B B 

HUD 'Office of HUD -Office Of HUD - Office of Sma8 HUD -Office of HUD- Office of the 
Inspector General, pd Policy Development a and Disadvantaged BStrategic Planning an< Secretary.pdf 
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Mr. Latham #8 


Management and Administration 

Question: Please provide the number of Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) for each office from FY 
2004 to FY 2014. Please include the budget request, enacted and actual amount for each year. 



FTE2004_2014.pdf 
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Mr. Latham #9 


Management and Administration 


Question: Please provide a list of all political appointments in the Department. Please include 
the title, grade and salary of each position, the office the position is in, and the Salaries and Expenses 
fund paying their salary. 

Answer: Please see attached. 



HUD - Listing of all 
Pofitica! Appointment? 
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Mr. Latham #10 

Management and Administration 

Question: Please provide a table with the number of political appointees per offiee for the last 
five years. 

Answer: Please see attaehed. 



OChCO - FY 2015 - 
List of Nurrter of Polf 
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Mr. Latham # 1 1 


Management & Administration 


Question: Please provide a list of all vacant political appointee positions. Also, please indicate 
if any of these are new positions and if so, why the Department believes that they are necessary. 

Answer: The attached reference the political positions defined by statute. 



HUD - List of All 
Vacant Poiiticat Appoi 
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Mr. Latham #12 


Management & Administration 


Question: Please provide a list of the number of SES employees currently on board by office. 
In addition, please distinguish how many are career employees versus political employees. 

Answer: Please see attached table. 



Number of SES (NC) 
Employees Currently 
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Mr. Latham #13 


Management & Administration 


Question: Please provide a table of funding for SES awards by office for the last five years. 
Answer: 



SESAwards.pdf 
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Mr. Latham # 1 4 


Management & Administration 


Question: Please provide a list of ail vacant positions at the Department. Piease indicate which 
positions the Department anticipates filling by the end of the year and where the Department is in the 
hiring process with each of these positions. 

Answer: The attached is a point in time reference of vacant job positions as of May 1 . 2014. 
The Department is adjusting to first year requirements of the new BPS HR processes. The hiring 
process is making progress as classifications and other updates are put in place or coming into place. 
To gauge progress, further reporting is necessary. 



HUD - Copy of FY 14 
Consolidated Hiring U 
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Mr. Latham #15 


Management & Administration 


Question: Please provide a listing of all new positions requested in FY 2015, showing the 
position title, grade level, salary, organizational component, and basic description of the position 
responsibilities. 

Answer: In response to this question, each Program Area within HUD was asked to identify ail 
new positions they anticipated requesting in FY 2015. Program Areas were informed that positions 
listed should be as a result of a new requirement or a.s a result of a new regulatory mandate. Positions 
that were simply to backfill a vacant position or due to projected increases in workload levels were 
not to be identified. As a result of this review, 1 6 positions were identified as new and are listed on 
the attached document. 


S'l-J 

QFR Tl_-15 HUD New 
Positions, xlsx 
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Mr. Latham #16 


Management & Administration 


Que.stion: Please provide details of all organizational/staffing changes included in the FY 20 1 5 
budget request. Please include a breakout of the number of FTE who would be working on each new 
initiative proposed in the budget reque.st. 

Answ'er: Listed below are the details of the organizational/staffing ehanges included in the FY 
2015 budget request. 

Creation of Multifamily Assisted Housing Recapitalization Office 

In fiscal year 20 1 5 , Housing has separated the Recapitalization function from the Multifamily Asset 
Management and Recapitalization function. This reflects the repurposing of the Office of Affordable 
Housing Preservation into the Office of Recapitalization. This Office is processing multiple 
financing-related activities related to mandated or needed refinancing, restructuring, recapitalization 
and preservation of assisted multifamily properties, including the Rental Assistance Demonstration 
(RAD), which was established by Congress under the Consolidated and Further Continuing 
Appropriations Act of 2012 (P.L. 1 12-55), and other complex financial miiltifamily recapitalization 
transactions undertaken in the Office of Housing. I'he Office has assumed some recapitalization 
functions that have been historically performed at the field office level. 

This Office will be initially staffed by 50 current Multifamily Housing employees, and HUD plans to 
transfer another 56 employees who are currently performing this function from the office of PIH. In 
addition, HUD will also be exploring reassigning up to an additional 25 further FTE from other 
Offices within the Department to address capacity issues, as needed. 


Multifumiiy Assisted llousing Kecnpitali/ation 

(Doliars in Thousands) 




KV 2013 

F\ 2014 

!• V 2015 

F5 2014 to 
FY 2015 

Pin 

Transfer 

Total 

Associated FTE 

0.0 

0.0 

.50.0 

50.0 

56.0 

106.0 


Multifamily As.sisted Housing Recapitalization 

HUD continues to make an aggressive effort to better deliver rental assistances programs. This has 
included launching new programs, initiatives, and pilots aimed at mitigating the declining stock of 
affordable housing units, addressing the growing problem with worst case housing needs, and 
addressing struggling neighborhoods with distressed public or HUD-assisted housing, I'hese 
initiatives include Choice Neighborhoods. RAD. and Promise Zones, They add to the other targeted 
rental assistanee programs in HUD's portfolio (e.g.. Hope VI. PBRA. and Seetion 202). 
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While these programs are important for the targeted objectives, there is a clear need for better 
integration across initiatives and more effective interactions with external partners who often use 
more than one program to deliver affordable housing and support better communities. 

To achieve more effective and efficient delivery ofrental assistance programs, HUD aims to 
streamline these programs into one organization to be called the Office of Recapitalization. HUD is 
repurposing the Office of Affordable Housing Preservation into the Office of Recapitalization to 
create a centralized focus on preservation and recapitalization. In fiscal year 201 5, The Office of 
Recapitalization will expand to integrate many public housing recapitalization functions currently 
being performed in PIH. This is consistent with the Administration’s goals for streamlining 
organization silos across government. This new office will integrate mixed finance and 
neighborhood revitalization programs currently sitting across two different program offices at HUD 
(PIH and Housing) and fragmented out in field offices. 

Specifically, HUD plans on moving several programs and their related staff from PlH’s Office of 
Public Housing Investments to the new Office of Recapitalization within the Office of Housing. 

These programs include: 

• Choice Neighborhoods 

• Hope VI 

• Energy Performance Contract (EPC) 

• Public Housing Mixed/ Alternative Finance (CFFP/OFFP/PHMP) 

• Special Application Center (SAC) 

These programs that will move from PIH will be consolidated with other programs from Multi-family 
(Section 202 and 236, Mark to Market) as well as new programs (RAD and Promise Zones). 

The goal of this office is to provide expert, expedited attention to the preservation, recapitalization 
and repositioning of assisted housing, with an aim to streamline complex preservation transactions. 
This focused approach recogniz,es the need to preserve at-risk affordable housing, including 
properties with expiring contracts and maturing mortgages, reduce the backlog of capital repair 
needs, reconfigure obsolete housing, and reposition assisted housing in the service of holistic 
neighborhood revitalization that meets the needs of communities 

The Office of Affordable Housing Preservation, which is being repurposed into the Office of 
Recapitalization, today works with Public Housing Authorities and Multifamily Owners to receive 
and refine applications, review and process such applications, and allocate various resources 
according to program requirements for recapitalization transactions. The Office coordinates and 
streamlines affordable housing preservation activities. As the focus of the office is conducting 
recapitalization transactions, it does not perform any ongoing monitoring, review, oversight, 
reporting, inspection, troubleshooting or other functions related to asset management. Following the 
recapitalization activity, the assets will be serviced and overseen, according to the source of subsidy, 
by the Office of Multifamily Housing or the Office of Public and Indian Housing as part of the 
multifamily asset management function. Today, OAHP works closely with Participating 
Administrative Entities (PAEs) to process mortgage restructuring transactions under the Mark to 
Market (M2M) program. .Also, in future HUD would like to consider changes, in consultation with 
Congress, that would allow the Office of Recapitalization to engage PAEs to process other 
recapitalization activities such as RAD transactions. 
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Mr. Latham # 1 7 


Management & Administration 


Question: Please provide a table showing the funds for employee training and development for 
the last five years. 

Answer: Below is the Department’s training budget (actual expenses) for the last five fiscal 

years. This chart does not include actual expenses for conferences. 


Department of Housing and Urban Development 
FY2009 - FY2013 (Actual Expenses) 


Fiscal Year 


2009 

5 , 508,762 

2010 

5 , 245,487 

2011 

8 , 213,546 

2012 

7 , 335,000 

2013 

6 , 712,685 




NOTE: Excludes 
Conferences 



339 


Mr, Latham #18 


Management & Administratiun 


Question: Please provide a table showing the destination, purpose, number of staff, 
duration, cost (including all related costs inciuding contracts), and other relevant details for all 
overseas travel over the last five years. 


Answer: 



Duration 


Destination 


llcrhii. I «ipzig& 


9/6-11/2010 


5/14-23/20 il 


Purpose Number 

of Staff 




Attend conference in Two 
Tokyo to meet with 
investors 


lokyo, Japan 




k .1' t iiv 'I ihc 
Future Conference 


fI/1 1-16/2010 


Brisbane, Austraii i 


\L'ennii''Conierence One 
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I . .1 > ( o'lli U lU^ 


l\u'lic»palc in the All- 
kussurn (’onicrenee 


\ !>is( ijt'i t\ii^sr>$ 


7/3-10/2012 


6/26-" 6 :01 


Scmii. Korea & Macau, 
i hiria 


Naples, ltal\ 


471-25/2013 


6/16-102013 


IcciinLi Corilcrcnce 


t!. < li! ; 1 1 


)i.in!!kl>k, 1 hjlkliul 






\ i (ill Ml. Ills 


5^ jsg£. ‘ ^ 

....... , 


(iiiiihiMs 
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Guest speaker at the 
1* International 
Forum on Housing 
Finance 


n/13-16/2013 

11/17-20/2013 


Mocting/C 'onference 


l>e) U*. >i;\ 


Meeting/Conference 


5/4-9/2014 
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Mr. Latham #19 


Contracts 


Question: Whal is the total amount spent on outside contracts by HUD annually from 2009 to 
2013? 

Answer: The infonnation below represents the net amount of funds obligated on contracts for 
HU D for the requested fiscal years. 


FY 2009 

$868,865,796 

FY 2010 

$1,673,269,502 

FY 2011 

$1,697,452,756 

FY2012 

$1,451,823,200 

FY2013 

$1,582,129,780 
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Mr. Latham #20 


Contracting 


Question: Has outside spending on contracts increased during this time? If so, what is HUD’s 
justification for the increase? What accounts or activities are responsible for the largest share of the 
increase? 

Answer: The primary increase in obligations occurred between fiscal years 2009 and 2010. 
Analysis reflects that the most significant reason for the substantial change is related to the mortgage 
crisis. The largest amounts of the increased obligations involve the contracts that support the 
management and marketing of the FHA-insured foreclosed real estate owned (REO) properties, 
where the inventory began spiking significantly higher in fiscal year 2010. Other major increases 
were reflected in contracts that support the Government National Mortgage Association (GNMA), 
when they also began having a much larger role in stabilizing the housing market and playing a large 
part in the housing finance recovery. 
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Mr. Latham #2 1 


Transformation Initiative (TI) 


Question: Given the continued constrained fiscal environment, how does HUD justify taking 
funding from core programs to fiind the transfer percentage required for TI? 

Answer: The purpose of TI is to enable and institutionalize continuous improvement in HUD 
operations. It does so through providing necessary technical assistance for program recipients and by 
generating and deploying evidence of what works. The Administration has adopted evidence-based 
policy methods as the basis for making program policy decisions, but a decade of inadequate funding 
for HUD data collection, research and evaluation in PD&R’s Research and Technology (R&T) 
account had left the Department in a weak position to determine which program approaches were 
most effective and which policy options had potential to improve outcomes and reduce costs. 

Just as leading private sector organizations deliberately invest in evidence-based innovation, 
continuing investments in research, evaluation, program demonstrations, and technical assistance are 
essential for administering government programs that arc cost-effective, responsive and accountable 
to the public. The Department worked closely with the committees to determine the most fruitful 
research priorities; for example, TI funded: the pre-purchasc housing counseling study which will 
determine if counseling is effective, the family options study which will determine the cost and 
effectiveness of interventions for homeless families, and the administrative fee study which will help 
inform the appropriate fee structure for the voucher program. TI has supported Congressionally 
mandated research priorities such as assessing Native American housing needs. The flexibility 
provided by TI for research and demonstration is crucial for keeping HUD and its partners current, 
forward-thinking, and grounded in evidence. Further, our technical assistance investments help 
HUD’s program dollars go further by ensuring grantees, housing authorities, and stakeholders are 
equipped with the skills and resources to implement programs and policies effectively and .steward 
federal funding efficiently and accountably. 

Drawing from each program account to fund TI creates a culture of mutual ownership of 
Transformation activities and evidence-based policy. Tying these inve.stments to each program’s 
budget brings the Department as a whole into the conversation for determining priorities and gives 
program offices a direct stake in these activities in ways that cannot happen without the transfer 
mechani.sm. 
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Mr. Latham #22 


Tenant-Based Voucher Funding 


Mr. Secretary, Y our budget request for renewal of tenant based vouchers states that the request 
will fully restore vouchers that went un-used during fiscal year 2013 due to the sequester, estimated 
at 70,000 vouchers. However, there is some question as to whether your numbers add up and that 
your voucher renewal request of $ 1 8 billion will restore all the lost vouchers. 

Question: Can you tell us how you arrived at your request for renewals, and can you assure us 
that your voucher renewal number will cover vouchers lost to sequestration? 

Answer: In the fiscal year 2015 budget request, the funding level requested for contract 
renewals will ensure uninterrupted assistance to families with units under lease during calendar year 
2014, and restore the sequestration funding cuts that the 2014 appropriations mostly reversed, 
including units that were supported through the u.se of approximately $600 million from PHA 
reserves. This amount also includes the renewal of new vouchers coming on line, renewal of HUD- 
VASH vouchers, and adjustments to reflect anticipated rent and utility changes. In addition, the 
Budget requests 40.000 new special purpo.se vouchers, which are new HUD-VASH and Tenant 
Protection Vouchers. 
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Mr. Latham #23 


Tenant-Based Voucher Funding 


Que,stion: Your request for administrative fees is $1.7 billion, $205 million or 14 percent over 
FY 2014. Can you tell us why you prioritized administrative fees as one of the largest increases in 
your budget, by percentage? 

Answer: Administrative fees provide the funding for PIIAs to carry out their responsibilities 
under the program, including critical functions such as ensuring assisted units meet health and safety 
standards and preventing fraud and improper payments. The fiscal year 2014 Administrative Fee 
funding resulted in an estimated 75 percent proration against fee eligibility. This is substantially 
lower than previous years, with the exception of 2013, when the administrative fee proration dropped 
to an all-time low of 69 percent. The Department is extremely concerned that the administrative fee 
proration in 2014, combined with the historically low pro-ration in 2013, has depleted many PHAs’ 
resources and capacity. Cutting administrative fees to the degree that PHAs are unable to sustain 
leasing and utilization supported by the renewal funding ultimately defeats the purpose for which that 
funding was appropriated. 

Administrative fees are so low that some PHAs are turning down new allocations of vouchers 
because they cannot afford to administer those vouchers. In 2013, 21 PHAs turned down HlJD’s 
request to administer HUD-VASH vouchers for homeless veterans, with 13 specifically citing 
inadequate administrative fee funding or sequestration cuts as the primary reason for declining. 

A proration of 83 percent is consistent with the proration that would have been supported by the 
amount HUD requested for administrative fee fimding in 2014, and is a result of HUD’s concerns 
about the impact of low administrative fee prorations on program operations and the families we 
serve. 
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Mr. Latham #24 


Tenant-Based Voucher Funding 


Question: You have not yet completed your administrative fee study, which has been 
underway for several years. When do you expect to complete this study, and absent this study, how 
did you arrive at your request for administrative fees? 

Answer: The schedule for the study has data collection through May, 2014, with the final 
report due in November 2014. We will schedule briefings for December, 2014 and release the final 
report soon thereafter. 

Administrative fees are set by the statutory formula found in Section (q) (pre-QHWRA) and 
are only earned when vouchers are leased. HUD estimates the projected number of vouchers that will 
be supported by the 2015 HAP calculation (renewal and new vouchers) to determine the estimate of 
fiill fee eligibility. The administrative fee request also includes fees for those Rental Assistance 
Demonstration/Public Housing Conversion vouchers that are renewing for the first time in 2015. 

HUD then applies what we believe to be an appropriate pro-ration factor to the estimated ftill fee 
eligibility amount to arrive at the administrative fee request. The proration factor HUD used is 
consistent with our request in past years. However, HUD is concerned that the historically low 
prorations of the past several years may be having a detrimental impact on program operations. 
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Mr. Latham #25 


Tenant-Based Voucher Funding 


Question: Do you expect that the reforms included in the FY 14 omnibus - particularly 
biennial inspections and allowing PHAs to enter into consortiums — would reduce PHAs’ needs for 
administrative fee increases? 

Answer: Yes, we expect that those reforms will help reduce administrative burden and cost in 
the Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program. The data in the administrative fee study will help us 
to evaluate the programmatic and cost impact of those changes. 
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Mr. Latham #26 


Tenant-Based Voucher Funding 


Question: You have requested a “transformation initiative” transfer of $15 million out of your 
tenant based assistance account. Which component of this account do you intend to reduce from this 
account - renewals, administrative fees, VASFl vouchers? Does this transfer request suggest that you 
have padded some portion of this account with an extra $15 million? 

Answer: This transfer request would come from the contract renewal set-aside. HUD has not 
padded the TBRA funding request to account for this $ 1 5 million - it is less than 0. 1 percent of an 
$18 billion budget, a tiny sliver of the overall tenant based renewals request for 2015. At such a 
small fraction of the request, the Department believes that the benefits under the transformation 
initiative for the Department and its programs would be worth a less than a tenth of a percentage 
point proration in the TBRA contract renewal amount. 
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Mr. Latham #27 


Operating Fund/Capital Fund Flexibility 


Your budget once again includes a request to allow PHAs to merge their operating funds and 
capital funds and use these combined funds for any eligible operational or capital purpose. 

Question: Have you evaluated the impact this merger would have on the long-term capital 
backlog? 

Answer: The Department has considered varied methods of instituting greater flexibility for 
housing authorities in their use of Capital Funds and Operating Funds. The 20 1 5 Budget proposed to 
extend current statutory authority for small PFIAs to fully transfer ftmds from the Capital Fund to the 
Operating Fund to all PHAs regardless of program size. We also examined additional alternatives, 
specifically including a reserve for replacement. 

Based upon the overarching objectives of simplicity and transparency while maintaining 
accountability, we have developed this alternative proposal which expands transfer to operations 
authority threshold for large PFIAs from 20 to 30 percent, and also creates a Capital Fund 
replacement reserve to be held by Treasury in the Line of Credit Control System (LOCCS). The 
current Capital Fund two-year obligation and 4-year expenditure requirements would also be 
eliminated. PHAs will still be restricted to using funds from Capita] and Operating Fund grants for 
the prescribed eligible uses of §§ 9(d) and (e), respectively, of the Act, with the exception of 
operating reserves. Current restrictions on transfers, such as not allowing transfers for troubled 
PHAs, would be eliminated. 

Specifically, the 1937 Act limits the use of Operating Ftmds for capital improvements to only 
paying debt service rather than for direct expenditure on the capital improvements, even when 
Operating reserves are available. As a result, PHAs must pay financing charges to use existing funds 
for modernization and development of the housing stock. Typically, these transactions are fully 
collateralized with Operating Reserves, meaning the PHA is effectively paying the financing fees and 
incurring a liability simply to access funds a PHA already has — a very inefficient use of federal 
resources. As a result, the Operating Fund Financing Program (OFFP) transactions have been limited 
in number, totaling approximately 25 since the program began several years ago. 

In summary, we are proposing the following: 

1 . Give large PHAs the flexibility to transfer up to 30 percent of Capital Funds to Operations: 

a. PHAs would be required use any funds in the Capital Fund in accordance with the 
Capital Fund regulation and the statute; 

b. PHAs that transfer funding to Operations would follow the statute and the 
regulations for Operating Funds; 

c. Except for the operating fund reserve, PHAs would not have full fimgibility between 
the two funding sources; that is, funds that stay under the Capital Fund would be 
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used for Capital Fund eligible uses and funds transferred to the Operating Fund, 
would be used for eligible operating costs, 

2. Eliminate the Capital Fund 2-year obligation and 4-year expenditure requirement. 

3. Allow Operating Reserve Funds to be used not only for operating purposes, but also for 
capital improvements. 

4. Establish a Capital Fund Reserve for Replacement account, to be held by Treasury in 
LOCCS. 


a. Department would establish limits and timeframes for use of the funds. 

b. PFl As would identify the proposed use of the funds. 
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Mr. Latham #28 


Operating Fund/Capital Fund Flexibility 


Question: What would prevent a PHA from deferring most of their capital upgrades for their 
more immediate operating needs? 

Answer: Housing authorities want to be able to accumulate Capital Funds for a major project, 
but cannot now do so due to the constraints of the 2-year period to obligated funds and the 4-year 
limitation on the expenditure of funds. The result is that agencies may occasionally address lower 
priority capital needs in order to meet the statutory obligation and expenditure requirements because 
the statute and regulations prohibit accumulation of funds for future use. 

We seek to remove the obligation and expenditure timelines and provide PHAs with analytical 
tools such as the Physical Needs Assessment that will allow them to map and track their capital 
needs. We believe this will allow PHAs the flexibility to move funding in the short term to address 
immediate needs while saving sufficient funding for the long term. 

Given the authority in small PFIAs and MTWs and after input from stakeholders we believe the 
gains will be real and potential problems, if they occur, will be monitored through financial reporting 
and physical assessments. 
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Mr. Latham #29 


Operating Fund/Capital Fund Flexibility 


Question: We would have concerns that this proposal would reduce our ability to provide 
oversight on these accounts, and the specific needs of PHAs for operating and capital expenditures. 
Do you share this same concern? 

Answer: Impending reporting changes, such as the physical needs assessment and the Energy 
and Performance Information Center (EPIC), present an opportunity for the Department to leverage 
the forthcoming public housing capital needs data, annual capital investment updates and financial 
data systems in a way that effectively accounts for the outcomes of capital investments rather than 
simply measuring the process of spending Capital dollars. 

The forthcoming Physical Needs Assessment (PNA) tool requires PHAs to detail their property 
capital needs, identify the remaining useful life of components and when they will need to be 
replaced. As designed, PHAs will update the PNA every five years and in the interim perform an 
annual update that reflects what work has been performed. All of this information will be captured 
electronically. This data will identify on a continuous basis the current backlog and growth trends of 
capital needs within the public housing portfolio and PHAs’ progress towards addressing those needs. 
The PNA is a significant component of our oversight strategy. 

In addition to forthcoming PNA data, PHAs that receive more than $500,000 in federal funds 
are required to, and many other agencies voluntarily, submit an audited financial statement to HUD. 
The submission of financial statements relies, not solely on HUD’s accounting guidance, but on 
Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP). GAAP provides business accounting standards 
and a framework for reporting financial statements. When any entity, including PHAs, makes 
improvements to real property that increase the value of that property, such as replacing equipment or 
improving systems, and other forms of substantial modernization, these expenditures must be 
capitalized over a number of years. The capitalization period varies between three and 15 years, 
depending on the nature of the improvements being made. 
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Mr. Latham #30 


Operating Fund/Capital Fund Flexibility 


Question: Why are you requesting permission to merge these two accounts, when a more 
straightforward approach might have been to request one, consolidated appropriations account for 
these purposes? 

Answer: The Department has considered varied methods of instituting greater flexibility for 
housing authorities in their use of Capital Funds and Operating Funds. The 2015 Budget proposed to 
extend current statutory authority for small PHAs to fully transfer funds from the Capital Fund to the 
Operating Fund to all PH As regardless of program size. We also examined additional alternatives, 
specifically including a reserve for replacement. 
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Mr. Latham #3 1 


Section 8 Reforcns included in the FY 2014 Omnibus 


Question: Congress included a number of Section 8 cost-saving reforms in the fiscal year 2014 
omnibus. Could you provide a status of your implementation of these provisions? 

Answer: The Department is implementing these provisions through Notice and will follow up 
with formal rulemaking, as directed by Congress. The Notices have been drafted and are in 
Depaitraentai clearance. We anticipate that the implementation notices will be issued early tbis 
summer. 
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Mr. Latham #32 


Section 8 Reforms included in the FY 2014 Omnibus 


Question: How much do you expect these reforms will save in fiscal year 2014? How about 
fiscal year 2015? 

Answer: Due to the timing of the appropriations bill and the time it will take to implement the 
savings provisions, we anticipate savings will be relatively minimal in 2014. For 2015, savings are 
estimated to be $235 million. 
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Mr. Latham #33 


Family Self Sufficiency 


Your budget justification points to some successful statistics for graduates of the Family Self 
Sufficiency (FSS) program. Graduates of the program achieved increased incomes which allowed 
them to contribute more to their rents, and some even achieved independence from housing subsidies 
altogether. However, only 5.6 percent of the 69,000 families who participate in this program actually 
graduated and delivered the results cited above. This represents an even smaller fraction of 
households eligible to participate. 

Question: What percentage of FSS participants do you expect to graduate with a reduced 
reliance on housing subsidies? 

Answer: In calendar year 2013, 25.5 percent of FSS graduates (24.6 percent of HCV FSS 
graduates and 32 percent of PH FSS graduates) no longer needed rental assistance. During the same 
time, 56 percent of HCV FSS continuing participants and 54 percent of HCV FSS graduates (41 
percent of PH FSS continuing participants and 48 percent of PH FSS graduates) had positive escrow 
balances resulting from increased earned income. This increased earned income is indicative of a 
reduced reliance on housing subsidies while continuing in the program and upon graduation. HUD 
will provide fiscal year 2014 outcomes related to the FSS program in its Annual Performance Report. 

In addition, in an effort to further evaluate and expand upon prior promising study results, 
HUD’s Office of Policy Development and Research (PD&R) continues to undertake a longitudinal, 
randomized controlled study of the FSS program to test various FSS models. The request reflects the 
Department’s intent to support the FSS program through the period of the study with the commitment 
of modifying the program to support further evidence-based outcomes as they are identified. 
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Mr. Latham #34 


Family Self Sufficiency 


Question: Does the Department have any plans to take best practices from FSS and integrate 
them more broadly in housing assistance programs? 

Answer: In response to a GAO report (GAO- 1 3-581), we are preparing a set of best practices 
for FSS, to be completed in 2015. At that time, HLID will consider whether these practices could be 
integrated into other service-related programs, such as Jobs-Plus and ROSS. 
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Mr. Latheira #35 


Family Self Sufficiency 


Question: Your budget request proposes to expand the FSS program to serve both voucher 
assisted families and families in public housing. Can you describe how you plan to implement this 
expansion of the progrrun? 

Answer: The FSS program already serves both voucher and public housing residents. The 
fiscal year 2015 Budget request proposes an expansion to Project-Base Rental Assistance (PBRA). 
We are exploring many options for this expansion, but have not yet determined the implementation 
procedures. One proposal has been forwarded in the Reed-Blunt Bill. 

This proposal would allow owners of PBRA properties to offer the FSS program to their 
residents in a few ways. One route would be to partner with a local PHA already administering a 
program, with the PHA's existing Program Coordinator serving the PBRA residents. No new 
coordinator funding would be needed and the expanded participation could benefit PFlAs that may be 
having trouble with enrollment numbers, or who may have capacity to manage a larger program, but 
not enough PFl/HCV residents interested. 

Alternatively, PBRA owners who already provide service coordination, as many of the larger 
ones do, could add the FSS escrow aspect on to their existing service coordination for work-able 
families at little to no extra service coordinator cost. In either case, the enabling legislation, even 
without increased funding, creates synergies not currently available. 
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Mr. Latham #36 


Family Self Sufficiency 


Question: How many families do you plan to serve with this program in fiscal year 2015? 

Answer: We expect to serve over 69,000 families with the FSS program in fiscal year 2015. 
While there will be some synergies realized by expanding eligibility, realistically, without an increase 
in funding, the number of families to be served is not expected to grow significantly. 
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Mr, Latham #37 


Rental Assistance Demonstration 


Question; If, per HUD’s request, we eliminated the cap on the total number of dwelling units 
that convert to RAD, would not the annual costs to renew funding under applicable RAD contracts 
increase by HUD’s national average Operating Cost Adjustment Factors which is 1.9 percent in FY 
2014 for example? If so, in dollar amounts, what would be the annual increase in costs in RAD- 
related conversions of Section 8 project based developments? 

Answer: Yes, for all RAD properties, initial contract rents inflate by the Operating Cost 
Adjustment Factor (OCAF), which provides predictability for both PFlAs and lenders. This is critical 
to attracting private investments, while also controlling the costs to the federal government (i.e. no 
budget-based rent increases). 

Please note that absent RAD, the costs of fully supporting these properties under the public 
housing program would also increase. While the fiscal year 2014 OCAF was 1.9 percent, the key 
inflation factors for the public housing program were comparable. Utility expenses in the public 
housing program were inflated by 2.5 1 percent in fiscal year 2014 and non-utility expenses were 
inflated by 1 .77 percent. 

If the cap is lifted, it is important to note that not every project in a PHA’s inventory will be 
able to apply for RAD because conversions are still limited to those that do not require additional 
HUD funding (i.e. the current-allocation method of setting rents) to raise financing to make the 
needed capital repairs on their projects. Efforts to model the universe that would likely convert under 
current allocations result in vastly different estimates relative to PHA-level capital needs estimates, 
interest rate assumptions, and LIHTC and gap funding availability, among other factors — ranging 
anywhere from 250,000 to up to possibly 700,000 units. 

Regardless, the rents of the converting properties will increase by the OCAF. So, for example, 
if 15,000 units convert this year, that will reflect public housing subsidy of approximately $85.5 
million. In the following year, with an OCAF increase remaining at 1 ,9 percent, these properties 
would require subsidy of $87.1 million, or an increase of $1.6 million, which is roughly similar to the 
increased subsidy the properties would need had they remained under public housing assistance. As 
more imits convert, the same calculation would hold true. 
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Mr. Latham #38 


Rental Assistance Demonstration 


Question: For the hearing record, would you please submit to the Subcommittee the 
Department’s underlying leveraging assumptions under RAD as well as the leveraged funding 
sources as well as amounts that have been leveraged by the developments that have closed to date? 

Answer: The Department estimates that if Congress increases or eliminates the cap on units 
that can convert under RAD and HUD is able to make awards to the 1 20,000 units that have applied 
and are on the waiting list (above the 60,000 units that have already been awarded), PHAs and their 
partners will be able to leverage the funding to support $6 billion in construction and rehabilitation 
activity without imposing any new cost on federal appropriations to HUD. This figrrre is derived 
directly from proposed financing structures included in RAD Applications: 


• RAD applications received to date - including 60,000 awarded units and 1 20,000 units 
in projects on the waiting list -propose to undertake an average of $33,300 per unit in 
construction activity for a total of $6 billion. The vast majority of that $6 billion 
comes from leveraged funding sources made available as a result of RAD. 


Proposed Recapitalization Funding Sources in 
RAD for Awarded Properties 






SDebt 

a4%UKTC 

iS9%UKTC 

■Other* 


•Other sources include state and local CDBG and HOME funds, weatherization grants. Federal 
Home Loan Bank’s Affordable Housing Program, and PHA funds. 


To-date, 29 properties have converted (2,583 units) and have leveraged funding to perform 
$189 million in construction and rehab ($92,000 per unit). A high percentage of projects that have 
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closed involve time-sensitive financing with LIHTC, which on average include more substantial 
amounts of rehabilitation. 

Given that a study of capital needs in the public housing stock in 2010 found a $26 billion 
capital backlog (just under $25,000 per unit) and Capital Fund appropriation levels around $2 billion 
in recent years, there is strong evidence that RAD allows PHA to address a significant portion of the 
capital backlog without additional HUD appropriations. 
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Mr. Latham #39 


Rental Assistance Demonstration 


Question: Of RAD applications through December of last year, do you know, or would you 
please submit for the record, what the breakdown of most recent occupancy rates in applicable Public 
Housing developments and within those developments households’ income expressed by Area 
Median Income? 

Answer: On average, of the nearly 1 80,000 units submitted in RAD Applications, household 
income is approximately 23 percent of Area Median Income. The occupancy rate of projects 
included in the applications received by the end of last year is 93 percent. 
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Mr. Latham #40 


HUD Quality Control on PHA Inspections and Inspection Standards for HCV Program 


Question: During HUD Real Estate Assessment Center’s (REAC) listening sessions in Sept, 
and Oct. 2012, Housing Authorities and PHA Industry Groups requested HUD REAC to provide 
them with the underlying information from HUD’s first “modified” Uniform Physical Condition 
Standard (UPCS) pilot for the Section 8 voucher program, including the Department’s underlying 
assumptions that controlled for differences between the two physical standards. Would you please 
provide us with this information from HUD REAC? 

Answer; In 2012, REAC explored whether HUD’s UPCS inspection protocol could track the 
HQS inspection process and meet the requirement that HCV units be decent, safe, and sanitary. To 
test whether a UPCS inspection could replicate the outcome of an HQS inspection, HUD compared 
deficiencies that resulted in a unit failing under HQS with the scores of units based on these same 
deficiencies in UPCS. REAC then used various criteria to determine whether a .score threshold could 
produce outcomes consistent with HQS inspections that could be used for the PHA’s determination 
that HAP payments not be made — a “fail” for the unit. REAC determined that UPCS scoring could 
be tailored to match the outcomes of HQS, supporting the view that it can be as stringent, and provide 
information for analysis beyond whether a unit passes or fails for purposes of HCV funding. Since 
this test, REAC has released an updated UPCS inspection software and is now designing a variation 
of UPCS specifically tailored to inspections of HCV units — “UPCS-V.” REAC believes the results 
of the 2012 test support that UPCS can meet the inspection needs of the HCV program, but has not 
yet made a determination on the criteria or methodology that would be used to deploy the standard. 

On March 28, 2014, HUD transmitted a report to the Senate and House Committees on 
Appropriations pursuant to Title II of Division L of the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2014 (P.L. 
113-76) Joint Explanatory Statement, and Senate Report (113-45), detailing the lessons learned from 
the Department’s initial evaluation of inspections performed by public housing agencies of units 
funded through the Housing Choice Voucher program. This report also details the use of $5 million 
in fimds provided to support further evaluation, including moving to a consistent inspection standard 
across housing assistance programs. 
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Mr. Latham #41 


HUD Quality Control on PHA Inspections and Inspection Standards for HCV Program 


Question: HUD’s Budget Justifications state, “The time and cost for PHAs will not change 
appreciably...” Was HUD’s “modified” UPCS pilot for Quality Assurance purposes in the Section 8 
voucher program included as part of HUD’s administrative fee study? 

Answer: No, the administrative fee study consists of a time and motion study by 60 high 
performing PHAs is based on their current administrative responsibilities and processes. The 
evaluation of the costs of inspections is therefore based on the current HQS inspection protocols that 
are currently being used by the PHAs. 

On March 28, 2014, HUD transmitted a report to the Senate and House Committees on 
Appropriations pursuant to Title II of Division L of the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2014 (P.L. 
113-76) Joint Explanatory Statement, and Senate Report (113-45), detailing the lessons learned from 
the Department’s initial evaluation of inspections performed by PHAs of units funded through the 
HCV program. This report also details the use of $5 million in funds provided to support further 
evaluation, including moving to a consistent inspection standard across housing assistance programs. 
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Mr. Latham #42 


HUO Quality Control on PHA Inspections and Inspection Standards forHCV Program 


Question: Referring to its administrative proposal that requires no Congressional action to 
implement, HUD’s Budget Justifications state, “This will allow for much more uniform standards for 
the entire HUD portfolio going forward.” 

Answer: Yes, one of the administrative complexities is the variety of different physical 
standards protocols used throughout Federal housing programs, HUD is presently involved in two 
efforts to standardize physical inspection requirements. One effort is within HUD. In addition, HUD 
is participating in the Interagency Physical Inspection Alignment Pilot, to reduce the burden on the 
federal government and property owners that is caused by multiple inspections with slightly different 
standards and requirements, often performed on the same property within a very short time-frame. 
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Mr. Latham #43 


HUD Quality Control on PHA Inspections and Inspection Standards for HCV Program 


Question: The FY 2015 budget does not include any statutory language to change in the 
physical standard for the Section 8 voucher program. Does the Department believe that you can make 
this change within its existing discretionary authority and without receiving a change in statute? 

Answer: Yes, the Department does not need a change in the statute to improve the standards 
used to determine if a unit meets the physical condition requirements of the housing voucher 
program. 
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Mr. Latham #44 


CDBG Disaster Relief- Grant Distribution 


Performance on CDBG grants allocated for Hurricane Sandy has been painfully slow. After a 
year and a half, few homes have been rebuilt and it is looking like it will be years before billions of 
dollars in recovery grants for infrastructure and public services will actually be put to use. 

Question: Exactly how much funding remains unallocated from the Sandy Supplemental and 
why is HUD still holding these funds at the agency level sixteen months after Sandy and more than 
four months after the last eligible storm would have made landfall? 

Answer: $3,592,888,000 of Community Development Block Grant Disaster Recovery (CDBG- 
DR) funding appropriated by P.L. 1 13-2 remains to be allocated as of May 1, 2014. P.L.l 13-2 
appropriated $ 1 6 billion for CDBG-DR purposes and $15.18 billion was available for allocation post- 
sequester. The Department has staged the allocation of CDBG-DR funding in response the Hurricane 
Sandy and other qualifying disasters that occurred in calendar years 201 1, 2012, and 2013 to ensure 
that the data upon which allocations are based accurately reflects unmet recovery needs. To date, 
allocations to Hurricane Sandy recovery purposes total $10,509 billion, allocations to other events in 
201 1 and 2012 total $514 million and allocations to events that occurred in 2013 total $565 million. 
The Department expects to announce the allocation of the remaining funds in the near future. 
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Mr. Latham #45 


CDBG Disaster Relief - Grant Distribution 


Question: There are eligible grantees from other storms besides Hurricane Sandy that have not 
been treated equally with the Sandy grantees on the basis of their unmet need. What percentage of 
unmet need has been provided to these non-Sandy grantees? Is that the same percentage that the 
Sandy grantees have received? 

Answer: CDBG-DR allocations for disasters that occurred in 201 3 have been calculated in the 
same manner as the second tranche of funding in response to Hurricane Sandy (including the unmet 
resilience needs, estimated as 30 percent above basic rebuilding costs). The Department is evaluating 
how to best address additional unmet needs and resilience needs for grantees that suffered disasters in 
2011 and 2012. 
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Mr. Latham #46 


CDBG Disaster Relief - Grant Distribution 


Question: Allocations provided to Sandy-affected communities were significantly higher than 
other grantees because HUD inflated their unmet needs estimates with a multiplier called 
“Resiliency”. Has this ever been done before? Do you plan to offer non-Sandy grantees this same 
multiplier bonus? 

Answer: The Department has not previously used a resilience multiplier for calculations of 
CDBG-DR funding for unmet recovery needs. In response to Hurricane Sandy recovery needs, HUD 
opted to provide additional funds for resilience to assist grantees in rebuilding to a higher standard 
consistent with CDBG-DR program requirements and the goals set forth in the Hurricane Sandy 
Rebuilding Strategy. HUD calculated the cost to rebuild the most impacted and distressed homes, 
businesses and infrastructure back to pre-disaster conditions. From this base calculation, HUD 
calculates both the amount not covered by insurance and other federal sources to rebuild back to pre- 
disaster conditions as well as a resiliency amount calculated at 30 percent of the total basic cost to 
rebuild back to pre-storm conditions. HUD has provided the same 30 percent resilience amount to 
grantees that were impacted by qualifying disasters that occurred in 2013 and is evaluating how to 
approach this issue for grantees with disasters that occurred in 201 1 and 2012. 
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Mr. Latham #47 


CDBG Disaster Relief - Grant Distribution 


Question: Please define “resiliency” and reference the authority by which HUD is compelling 
grantees to spend money on “resiliency” over their own disaster recovery. 

Answer; According to the 2013 Presidential Policy Directive on Critical Infrastructure Security 
and Resilience (PPD-2 1), the term "resilience" means the ability to prepare for and adapt to changing 
conditions and withstand and recover rapidly from disruptions. Resilience includes the ability to 
withstand and recover from deliberate attacks, accidents, or naturally occurring threats or incidents. 

The only situation in which the Department requires grantees to spend money on resilience is 
when stractures are built in flood plains. This authority is derived from the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and the requirements typically involve the elevation of structures. In all other 
cases, the Department encourages grantees to include design or program features that enhance 
resilience so that communities may be prepared to recover from any future disasters with less - or no 
- federal assistance. 
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Mr. Latham #48 


CDBG Disaster Relief - Grant Distribution 


Question: What exactly are you doing to compel grantees to spend the “resiliency” component 
of their grants on climate change mitigation costs? Are you creating more requirements? 

Answer: The Department only requires grantees to spend CDBG-DR funds on resilience when 
they are rebuilding structures in flood plains; these requirements usually involve elevating the 
structure. The Department does encourage grantees to make informed choices and to include design 
or program features that enhance resiliency so that the communities may be prepared to recover from 
any future disasters with less ~ or no - federal assistance. 
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CDBG Disaster Relief - Grant Distribution 


Question: HUD is having a hard time successfully deploying the Sandy funding that is 
currently allocated, let alone the hillions of dollars that remain unallocated. Will you use the 
remaining funds to treat the non-Sandy grantees more fairly? 

Answer: The Department does not agree with the characterization of having a hard time 
successfully deploying funds appropriated hy P.L. 1 13-2. As Secretary Donovan noted in recent 
testimony to the Senate Banking Committee, Hurrreane Sandy grantees have disbursed 19 percent of 
their initial allocation CDBG-DR within one year of enactment of P.L. 1 13-2 in comparison to 12.9 
percent for Hurricane Katrina/Rita/Wilma grantees (P.L. 109-148) and 5.1 percent for Hurricane 
Ike/Gustav/Midwest Flood grantees (P.L. 1 10-329). Further, CDBG-DR allocations for disasters that 
occurred in 20 1 3 have been calculated in the same manner as the second tranche of funding in 
response to Hurricane Sandy (including the 30 percent resilience amount). The Department is 
evaluating how to best address additional unmet and resiliency needs for grantees that suffered 
disasters in 2011 and 2012. 
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CDBG Disaster Grants for Housing - Hurricane Sandy 


It has been nearly a year and a half since Hurricane Sandy and many homeowners are still 
waiting on relief. There are now serious concerns as to why recovery benefits are not getting to 
disaster victims faster. For example, the $648 million ‘Build it Back’ program to rebuild homes 
destroyed in New York City has offered less than 20% of applicants a recovery option. Of those 
households, only a handful has begun reconstruction. 

Question: How many “One-to-Four-Family” homes in New York City were destroyed by 
Sandy? 

Answer: More than 900 units of housing in New York City were destroyed or became 
structurally unsound as a result of Hurricane Sandy. Of these units, more than 95 percent of these 
buildings are one- or two-family homes. Note that more than 67,570 homes had some level of 
damage pursuant to a FEMA inspection with 39,131 of those properties having major or severe 
damage. 
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CDBG Disaster Grants for Housing - Hurricane Sandy 


Question: How many have been totally reconstructed with recovery funds? 

Answer: Based on a program updated submitted to HUD in April, 2014, New York City has 
not reconstructed any one-to-four family homes under the Build it Back Program. In a recently 
released report on the city’s response to Hurricane Sandy, the city committed to a “goal of 500 
construction starts by the end of the summer.” HUD provided the City with its first tranche of 
funding (after review of the City’s Action Plan) on 10 September 2013. 

While the Department recognizes the complexities associated with development of a 
sophisticated housing recovery program, HUD has directly expressed to New York City officials our 
concern with delays in deploying assistance to impacted households through the Build It Back 
program. The Department has taken several steps to assist the city to accelerate the program’s 
implementation, including weekly technical assistance calls, regulatory waivers and flexibility in 
reimbursing, in some instances, homeowners for repairs initiated prior to the availability of Federal 
funds. In addition to its bi-annual review of the city’s overall CDBG disaster recovery program, the 
Department has scheduled a monitoring review focused solely on the city’s housing program for the 
first week in June 2014. 
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CDBG Disaster Grants for Housing — Hurricane Sandy 


Question: How many homes are at least under construction? 

Answer: As of late April 2014, it is the Department’s understanding that New York City has 
not started construction on any one-to-four family homes under the Build it Back Program. In a report 
released in April on the city’s response to Hurricane Sandy, the city committed to a “goal of 500 
construction starts by the end of the summer.” 

While the Department recognizes the complexities associated with development of a 
sophisticated housing recovery program, HUD has directly expressed to New York City officials our 
concern with delays in deploying assistance to impacted households through the Build It Back 
program. The Department has taken several steps to assist the city to accelerate the program’s 
implementation, including weekly technical assistance calls, regulatory waivers and flexibility in 
reimbursing, in some instances, homeowners for repairs initiated prior to the availability of Federal 
funds. In addition to its bi-annual review of the city’s overall CDBG disaster recovery program, the 
Department has scheduled a monitoring review focused solely on the city’s housing program for the 
first week in June 2014. 
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Mr. Latham #53 


CDBG Disaster Grants for Housing - Hurricane Sandy 


Question: These needs ought to have been addressed months ago. How much longer do you 
anticipate it will take before these homes will be rebuilt? 

Answer: In the city’s March 2014 action plan for disaster recovery, it projected that it will 
have completed rehabilitation and reconstruction on 19,378 housing units by the third quarter of 
fiscal year 2015. Based on the city’s progre.ss to-date, however, the Department notes that it is 
significantly behind schedule to meet its projected housing recovery goal under the Build it Back 
program. Note that HUD reviewed the City’s Action Plan and approved funds as of 10 September 
2013. 


Based on the historic performance of CDBG-DR grantees, once a grantee receives HUD 
funding, it takes over two and a half years for grantees to complete housing recovery activities. 
However, through on-going technical assistance, the Department is committed to working with the 
city to ensure that it addresses the housing recovery needs of residents in an efficient and effective 
manner. 
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CDBG Disaster Grants for Housing - Hurricane Sandy 


After reading through HUD’s numerous federally imposed program requirements, I can 
understand why there are complaints that recovery has been delayed in part because of HUD. We 
have heard that lengthy environmental reviews, document collection requirements, green-building 
rules, and other regulatory hurdles mandated by HUD have exacerbated delays in disaster recovery. 
HUD was given latitude in the Sandy Supplemental to waive requirements in order to hasten recovery 
and instead it sounds like you are creating them. 

Question: What has HUD done to address these complaints? 

Answer: The Department has worked closely with grantees since the start of the Sandy 
recovery effort to streamline requirements arising from the broad range of Federal laws that govern 
the use of CDBG-DR funds. The Department provided unprecedented flexibility on a number of 
issues, including the ability for grantees to reimburse homeowners for repair costs incurred by 
October 29, 2013 or the date they filed for CDBG-DR assistance, whichever is earlier. Further, the 
Disaster Relief Appropriations Act, 2013, provided grantees with the ability to defer to an 
environmental review conducted by another federal agency. This provision of the Act has allowed 
HUD to adopt the FEMA review to fulfill its requirements under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA). HUD continues to work with grantees to streamline processes to keep delays at a 
minimum and, where appropriate, approve waivers requested by grantees. 

Pursuant to the Act, however, the Department does not have the statutory authority to waive 
certain cross-cutting requirements that arise from the complex overlay of federal laws that levy 
environmental, historic preservation, labor, and other requirements upon the administration of 
CDBG-DR grants. These laws include NEPA, Davis- Bacon Act, National Historic Preservation Act, 
and the Stafford Act. As a result, grantees must meet certain documentation requirements to ensure 
compliance with Stafford Act duplication of benefits by checking that CDBG-DR funding does not 
duplicate assistance provided by FEMA, SBA, the Army Corps of Engineers, or other public and 
private sources. 
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CDBG Disaster Grants for Housing - Hurricane Sandy 


Question: Does HUD plan to eliminate some of these burdensome requirements? 

Answer; The Department has waived many specific regulatory requirements that would 
otherwise apply under the CDBG program to ensure that CDBG-DR grantees can more effectively 
respond to their unique recovery needs. For the first time in the history of the CDBG-DR program, 
the Disaster Relief Appropriations Act of 2013 provided FiUD with the authority to grant waivers in 
the absence of specific grantee requests. Therefore, in order to expedite the delivery of CDBG-DR 
assistance to disaster-impacted individuals and businesses, the Department included several blanket 
waivers in the March 5, 2013 Federal Register notice for the first allocation of Sandy funding, based 
on the most commonly-approved waivers in the CDBG-DR portfolio. As a result, the waiver request 
process was streamlined, eliminating delays associated with the waiver request and approval process. 
FIUD continues to work with grantees to streamline processes to keep delays at a minimum and, 
where appropriate, approve waivers requested by grantees. 

The Department does not have the statutory authority to waive certain cross-cutting 
requirements that arise from the complex overlay of federal laws that levy environmental, historic 
preservation, labor, and other requirements upon the administration of CDBG-DR grants. These laws 
include the National Environment Protection Act (NEPA), Davis-Bacon Act, National Historic 
Preservation Act, and the Stafford Act. 
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Mr. Latham #56 


CDBG Disaster Grants for Housing - Hurricane Sandy 


Question: Why is it taking so long to achieve the most fundamental part of a recovery: 
rebuilding homes of families in the region? 

Answer: In order to deploy assistance that meets recovery needs and to prevent fraud, waste, 
and abuse; grantees, pursuant to PL 1 13-2, have had to build the infrastructure to implement 
programs on a scale and at a pace they had not previously experienced. For example, for a single 
family housing rehabilitation program, a grantee must develop policies and procedures to implement 
the program, advise the public of how to apply for the assistance, open the application window for an 
adequate period of time, and then review those applications and make funding decisions. Only after 
these processes are “stood up” can the grantee begin to distribute funds to homeowners. Similar 
issues arise in implementing housing buyout programs, business assistance programs, public service 
programs and other innovative initiatives undertaken by grantees. Grantees have now completed the 
hard work of developing these programs and have progressed to the implementation phase. HLID 
expects to see significant progress in housing rehabilitation/reconstruction activity throughout the 
remainder of 2014. 
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Mr. Latham #57 


CDBG Disaster Grants for Housing - Hurricane Sandy 


Question: What else are you doing to speed things up? 

Answer: The Department has taken multiple actions to expedite assistance to households and 
businesses, beginning with the adoption of an expedited yet thorough review process for grantees 
receiving the largest amount of funds under the initial $5.4 billion of Sandy CDBG-DR funds (New 
York City, New York State, and New Jersey). Recognizing that many homeowners and businesses 
could not wait for federal assistance, HUD developed new guidance to allow CDBG-DR funds to be 
used to reimburse homeowners who started rebuilding prior the availability of federal funds. 
Additionally, HUD developed new guidance that permits grantees to provide assistance under certain 
conditions to those who have declined an SBA loan. 

The Department also convenes weekly conference calls with New York City, New York State, 
and New Jersey officials to address any questions or impediments the grantee has encountered in 
program design or implementation. The Department also reviews the application and guidance 
materials developed by grantees for programs, advising grantees on those provisions of the 
application or guidance that may go above and beyond HUD requirements and that may slow 
implementation. 

Going forward, the Department will actively explore other opportunities to provide additional 
needed regulatory waivers, to the extent authorized by statute. The Department is also working with 
each of its Sandy grantees to develop regulatory waivers that address specific obstacles encountered 
by the grantee to help expedite their program implementation. 
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Mr. Latham #58 


CDBG-DR Fund Monitoring - Hurricane Sandy 


There were many flaws to the government’s response to Hurricane Katrina and the subsequent 
recovery effort. In light of such poor past management of funds, we are concerned about HUD’s 
ability to handle the large CDBG program included in the Sandy Supplemental bill. 

Question: Please describe how HUD is currently monitoring recipients of CDBG-DR funds. 

Answer: The CDBG program has served as one the federal government’s primary vehicles for 
long-term disaster recovery assistance to states and local governments since 1 993 and the Department 
has developed extensive experience in overseeing and monitoring supplemental appropriations for 
large-scale disasters. For the three major Sandy grantees, HUD has established a monitoring and 
technical assistance schedule that includes two armual monitoring reviews and two on-site technical 
assistance visits. Each of FIUD’s monitoring visits is informed by a strategy crafted around programs 
and areas of concern that are identified as programs are implemented. The monitoring reviews are 
conducted consistent with long standing monitoring protocols developed for the CDBG program and 
related program requirements. These protocols are part of the Office of Community Planning and 
Development Monitoring Handbook that can be found on HUD’s website at the following link: 
https://www.onecDd.info/resource/290/hud-coiTmiunitv-platming-and-development-monitoring- 
handbook-65092-rev6/ 


Additionally, in March 2013, HUD submitted its internal control plan for these funds to 0MB, 
GAO, HUD’s IG and House and Senate appropriators. The plan provides a “cradle to grave” 
approach to combat waste, fraud and abuse of these funds. The plan includes risk mitigation tools 
such as a Front End Risk Analysis (FERA) and a funds control plan, both of which include 
requirements that allow the Department to idcntily potential risks beyond those associated with prior 
CDBG-DR grantees. The internal control plan also built in additional levels of review, with 
increased on-site monitoring and technical assistance for recipients receiving the largest amounts of 
funds under the Act. The plan requires quarterly reports by grantees through HUD’s Disaster 
Recovery Grant Reporting (DRGR) system and for on-going analysis of grantee expenditure activity 
and performance. The plan also provides for monthly meetings between HUD disaster recovery staff 
and the HUD IG to discuss ongoing audits and emerging issues of concerns. 

P.L. 113-2 provided FIUD with $9.5 million in administrative funds to oversee the $15.2 
billion in CDBG-DR funding appropriated by the law. This administrative funding has allowed HUD 
to hire term employees and enables FIUD to provide increased levels of on-the-ground technical 
assistance to grantees; to strengthen our capacity to monitor grantees’ use of recovery funds; and to 
meet technology expenses and administrative costs related solely to administering funds under the 
appropriation. P.L. 113-2 also provided FIUD’s IG with $9.5 million in funding that it is using 
to monitor the use of the CDBG-DR appropriations. HUD staff collaborates with the IG to provide 
comprehensive oversight of these funds. 
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Mr. Latham #59 


CDBG-DR Fund Monitoring - Hurricane Sandy 


Question: Have you found any instances of illegitimate use of funds? 

Answer; The Department undertakes these eligibility determinations as part of several 
oversight activities, including remote and on-site monitoring of grantees, the review and approval of 
grantees’ Quarterly Performance Reports, and in its review and approval process for vouchers of $5 
million or more in CDBG-DR funds. 

As of April 30, 2014, monitoring reviews issued to grantees have only included one finding 
regarding ineligible activities. New Jersey expended CDBG-DR funding as the local match for 
FEMA costs that were not eligible for CDBG-DR assistance. The state has taken appropriate 
remedial action and the finding has been cleared. 
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Mr. Latham #60 


CDBG-DR Fund Monitoring - Hurricane Sandy 

The recipients have different methods of overseeing the distribution of funds to applicants. For 
example, one jurisdiction may provide funding directly to contractors, whereas another may write a 
check to homeowners and assume they will use their funds properly. 

Question: Do you have any concerns about whether one method does a better job of preventing 
improper expenditures than another? 

Answer: Grantees have substantial latitude in designing their CDBG-DR programs and deliver 
assistance to homeowners and businesses. However, both grantees and HUD must balance the 
mandate to deliver recovery assistance as quickly as possible with the need to ensure that proper 
internal controls are in place. These internal controls are critical to ensuring that applicable program 
requirements are met and that risks associated with a particular method of providing assistance are 
mitigated. P.L. 1 13-2 requires that HUD certify that grantees have such policies and procedures on a 
range of issues related to financial management issues and HUD has been reviewed extensive 
documentation from each grantee in order to issue the necessary certification. 

HUD’s approach to deployment of P.L. 113-2 funding is informed by an analysis done on the 
results of the use of CDBG-DR funding in response to Hurricanes Katrina, Rita and Wilma. The 
study looked at the various approaches deployed by the states of Louisiana, Mississippi and Texas in 
response to these 2005 disasters in an effort to determine whether compensation or managed 
rehabilitation produced a better housing result. The study indicated that while compensation moved 
funds at a quicker pace, the managed rehabilitation approach ensured that a higher proportion of 
homeowners returned to a quality housing unit. As a result, HUD discouraged compensation 
programs in response to Hurricane Sandy and urged grantees to implement rehabilitation programs. 
The post-Katrina study is available on the HUD website at: 
httD://www.huduser.org/Dortal/t)dredge/txlr edge featd article 111711.html 
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Mr. Latham #61 


CDBG-DR Fund Monitoring - Hurricane Sandy 


Question: What mechanisms exist for grantees if HUD determines that funds have not been 
used appropriately? 

Answer: The Department has a range of corrective actions and sanctions it may apply in 
instances when funds have been used for an ineligible activity or when there is evidence of fraud or 
abuse. The corrective action applied will depend upon the nature and severity of the infraction 
identified. In general, HUD can require grantees to repay CDBG-DR funds from non-federal 
sources, applying those non-federal sources to either their CDBG-DR line of credit or repaying the 
funds directly to the Treasury, depending upon the particular circumstances. HUD also may direct a 
grantee to revise policies and procedures to guard against future ineligible charges to their grant. 

HUD’s Office of Community Planning and Development (CPD) also refers cases to HUD’s 
Office of the Inspector General (OIG), whose teams of auditors and investigators bring an important 
level of expertise to individual cases of waste, fraud and abuse. The Sandy appropriation provides 
both CPD and the OIG with SIO million ($9.5 million following sequestration) in administrative 
funding, which has enabled both CPD and OIG staff to engage in more frequent monitoring, auditing 
and investigations of programs and projects funded through the appropriation. CPD and the OIG are 
also engaged in a collaborative effort, convening monthly calls to coordinate their respective 
monitoring and oversight efforts of Sandy grantees. 
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Mr. Latham #62 


CDBG-DR Fund Monitoring - Hurricane Sandy 


Question: Will there be clawbacks of misused funds, similar to the ongoing process concerning 
Hurricane Katrina funds? 

Answer: HUD expects to use its full range of sanctions authority in the course of the Sandy 
recovery effort including grantee repayment of funds from non-Federal sources. When repayment is 
required, HUD will generally direct grantees to repay their CDBG-DR line of credit to ensure that 
any misspent funds remain available for long-term recovery in communities affected by disasters. 
Consistent with the requirements of P.L. 113-2, HUD is requiring that grantees incorporate 
performance requirements and penalties into each procured contract or agreement funded with 
CDBG-DR. 
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Mr. Latham #63 


Affordable Health Care Act 


Question: Please list every activity and expenditure of HUD funds having to do with the 
Affordable Health Care Act (ACA). 

Answer: HUD has only expended funds having to do with the Affordable Care Act in the 
context of technical assistance for HUD’s grantees. Just as HUD helps connect its grantees/tenants 
with information about all federal benefits programs, HUD’s OneCPD Resource Exchange website 
includes information to keep its grantees informed about implementation activities in their states 
(“State and Territory Profiles”) and how those activities may impact HUD-assisted households 
(“Resource Library”). These resources were funded through OneCPD-TA at a cost of $325,000 
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Mr. Latham #64 


Affordable Health Care Act 


Question: Please list which sections of (ACA) direct HUD to undertake the above activities, 
and which portions of the appropriations act provides the funds for those activities. 

Answer: As with any change to federal benefits program, HUD works within its mission to 
inform grantees and recipients about the eligibility of HUD-assisted households through technical 
assistance; this is not exclusive to ACA enrollment. 

For the uninsured, health problems can lead to job loss, inability to pay rent and utilities, 
bankruptcy, and possible eviction or foreclosure, ereating economic instability. For individuals 
already living in HUD-assisted housing, such problems may make it harder to become more self- 
sufficient and graduate from HUD programs. By helping refer such individuals to comprehensive, 
accessible, affordable health insurance, HUD can help them avoid future health and financial crises. 
HUD’s work to connect individuals and families experiencing homelessness and tenants of HUD 
housing with affordable health insurance, as provided by the ACA, fits squarely within HUD’s 
mission, which is to promote housing and the well-being of its residents. 

The individuals and families that HUD assists are among the most vulnerable in our society. 
The average income for a HUD assisted family is $12,500, too often leaving them with the choice of 
paying for health insurance or paying for basie goods and services. Lack of health insurance is 
directly related to housing problems that impact HUD residents and their economic security. 
Compared to the general population and other poor households, individuals in HUD-assisted housing 
are also more likely to have health problems, like diabetes and high blood pressure and have a higher 
rate of emergency rooms use. Uninsured residents pay more for medical services, and are more 
likely to incur substantial medical debt, which is a leading cause of bankruptcy and can hasten 
eviction or foreclosure. With greater self-sufficiency, HLID residents may reduce their need for 
HUD assistance. 
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Mr. Latham #65 


Technical Assistance 


Question: Please list every activity, grant, contract, and dollar under the heading of “Technical 
Assistance”, 

Answer: Please refer to the attached Excel file. 



House_QFR_Hj65_TI 

_TA_5122014 
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Mr. Latham #66 


Sustainable Communities 


Question: Please list every locality and/or unit of government that received technical assistance 
under “Sustainable Communities”. 

Answer: The lead grantees listed under the “Grant and Contact Information” tab received 
technical assistance. This assistance covered a range of topics intended to strengthen the ability of 
local eommimities and regional entities to do comprehensive, integrated planning with an eye toward 
economic resilience. It was available in three ways: There were online and virtual broadeastts of 
information provided to the entire cohort of lead grantees. Additionally, smaller collections of the 
grantees could opt into action teams that would take a deeper dive into a subject area over a longer 
period of time (e.g., looking at updating land use plans or financing options around proposed transit 
developments). There were more than two dozen action teams that learned together throughout the 
grant period, with most grantees participating in more than one of these teams. Finally, individualized 
assistance was available in cases where there was high need or high opportunity for impact with some 
additional support (at least 30 percent of the lead grantees received this more intensive engagement at 
some point during their planning process). Every lead grantee availed themselves of some 
combination of the menu of technical assistance options. The primary issues covered included 
scenario planning, implementation, community engagement, water infrastructure, and planning for 
smaller/rural/tribal communities. 

Units of local government were most often the grant applicants, but local or regional non-profits 
also applied, typically including local governments in the planning effort. Technical assistance was 
also made available to the more than 1200 grant partners of the lead grantees. They are listed on the 
“Partner Iitformation” tab. Many of these partners also look advantage of the technical assistance that 
was offered, further multiplying the effective impact of the investment in technical assistance. 



HUD-SCI-Grantee 
Localltv Partnere.xls 
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Mr. Latham #67 


Healthy Homes 

Question: Please list every grant and activity under “Healthy Homes”. 

Answer: Please see chart below; it reflects Healthy Home grant funding (column 6) that was 
distributed along with Lead grants, as well as a table showing Healthy Homes Technical Assistance 
grants: 

FY 2013 Lead Hazard Control Grants with Healthy Homes Supplemental Funding; 



suit 


' 

• I 

Hill \iniiiiiit 

CTLHB0546-13 

City of Bridgeport 

CT 

$2,499,960.00 

$2,299,960.00 

$200,000.00 

CTLHB0547-13 

City of New London 

CT 

$2,020,956.00 

$1,829,956.00 

$191,000.00 

IALHB0548-13 

City of Cedar Rapids 

lA 

$2,458,286.00 

$2,258,286.00 

$200,000.00 

ILLHB0549-13 

City of Moline 

IL 

$2,500,000.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 

ILLHB0550-13 

St. Clair County 
Intergovernmental Grants 
Department 

IL 

$1,635,563.00 

$1,635,563.00 

$0.00 

KYLHB0551-13 

Louisville/Jefferson 

County Metro 

Government 

KY 

$2,402,849.50 

$2,299,359,50 

j 

$103,490.00 

MALHB0552-13 

City of Boston 

MA 

$2,500,000.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 

MALHB0553-13 

City of Lawrence 

MA 

$2,500,000.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 i 

MALHB0554-13 

City of Lowell 

MA 

$2,500,000.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 i 

I MALHB0555-13 

City of Lynn 

MA 

$2,500,000.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 1 

MNLHB0556-13 

City of Duluth 

MN 

$2,481,395.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$181,395.00 1 

NCLHB0557-13 

City of Winston-Salem 

NC 

$2,500,000.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 

NVLHB0558-13 

City of Henderson 

NV 

$2,293,701.00 

$2,093,701.00 

$200,000.00 

NYLHB0559-13 

County of Orange 

NY 

$2,500,000.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 

OHLHB0560-13 

Mahoning County 

OH 

$2,500,000.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 
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OHLHB0561-13 

State of Ohio - Ohio i 

Department of Health i OH 

$2,500,000.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 

OHLHB0562-13 

Summit County Combined 
General Health District 

OH 

$2,500,000.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 

RILHB0563-13 

Rhode Island Housing and 
Mortgage Finance 
Corporation 

RI 

$2,500,000.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 

TNLHB0564-13 

City Of Knoxville 

TN 

$2,500,000,00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 

TNLHB0565-13 

Shelby County 

Government 

TN 

$2,500,000.00 

$2,100,000.00 

$200,000.00 

TNLHB0566-13 

State of Tennessee 

TN 

$2,300,000.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 

TXLHB0567-13 

City of Austin 

TX 

$2,500,000.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 

UTLHB0568-13 

Sait Lake County 

UT 

$2,500,000.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 

VTLHB0569-13 

Vermont Housing and 
Conservation Board 

VT 

$2,300,000.00 

$2,300,000.00 

$0.00 

W1LHB0570-13 

County of Rock 

WI 

$2,500,000,00 

$2,300,000.00 

$200,000.00 

$4,475,885.00 


FY 2013 Healthy Homes Technical Studies Grants 
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MAHHli0014-13 

University of Massachusetts 
Lowell 

HHU 

MA 

$749,999 

$749,999 

MDHHU0015-13 

University of Maryland, 

Baltimore County 

HHU 

MD 

$749,856 

$749,856 

MOHHU0016-13 

The Children’s Mercy Hospital 

HHU 

MO 

$748,727 

$748,727 

NCHHU0017-13 

North Carolina State University 

HHU 

NC 

$735,264 

$735,264 

NJHHU0018-13 

Rutgers, The State University of 
New Jersey 

HHU 

NJ 

$342,905 

$342,905 

NJHHU0019-13 

Rutgers, The State University of 
New Jersey 

HHU 

NJ 

$750,000 

$687,000 

NVHHU0020-13 

Board of Regents, NSHE, obo 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 

HHU 

NV 

$749,890 

$650,000 

NYHHU0021-13 

The Trustees of Columbia 
University in the City of New 
York 

HHU 

NY 

$722,378 

$722,378 

OHHHU0022-13 

Case Western Reserve 

University 

HHU 

OH 

$749,952 

$749,952 

TXHHII0023-13 

The University of Texas at 

Austin 

HHU 

TX 

$683,805 

$683,805 






$10,499,595* 
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Ms. Granger #1 


Office of Multifamily Housing 


Question: Can you provide the subcommittee with an update on the current reorganization 
efforts in HUD’s Office of Multifamily Housing Programs? Is it still your expectation that this 
reorganization will improve processing efficiency? 

Answer: At the direction of Congress, HUD is moving forward with a modified plan for 
the transformation, involving the retention of Asset Management in all existing locations and 
consolidating leadership and much of our business, including all Development operations and 
employees, into 12 core offices. While current Asset Management employees have the 
opportunity to either take a buy-out and/or early retirement or stay in place, those who chose to 
stay will report up to an Asset Management Division Director located in a core office. 

HUD continues to believe the full implementation of the original transformation plan will 
best position Multifamily to provide exceptional service for years to come, and therefore will 
continue to seek the support of Congress for this plan, including the consolidation of Asset 
Management, as part of the fiscal year 2015 budget process. This plan will allow HUD to 
streamline its process and deliver superior, efficient service to its customers going forward. The 
original plan will also result in significant additional savings of $60 million annually once the 
transformation is complete, as compared to $14 million annually under the modified plan. 

We continue to believe, however, that the modified plan will also result in meaningful 
efficiency gains by providing more consistency and less duplication across the Multifamily 
enterprise. Moving forward, it will allow us to streamline application processing and asset 
servicing, and adopt a model that is better aligned with industry best practice. 
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Ms. Granger #2 


Public-Private Partnership 


Question: In previous testimony, you discussed the function of private capital in various 
affordable housing efforts. What do you see as the future role of private sector participants in 
affordable housing? Are there any steps that can be taken to promote more cooperation between 
HUD and the private sector to address affordable housing needs? 

Answer: The role of private sector participation in affordable housing will need to 
increase in the future due to public sector budget constraints. For example, lack of funding for 
public housing has caused Public Housing Authorities to turn to the private sector for capital. We 
are also seeing growth in investor participation in the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) 
program, and private owner interest in developing and rehabilitating small multifamily buildings 
as affordable housing resources. HUD is encouraging the continuation of private sector 
participation in affordable housing in these three areas through the following key initiatives. 


1. Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) 

Under RAD, PHAs and other private owners of properties with certain types of 
expiring rental assistance may convert their existing HUD funding to a long-term 
project based Section 8 rental assistance contract, using the proven Section 8 model to 
harness new resources - such as debt and equity financing - for affordable housing 
preservation and recapitalization. 

HUD has already given initial approvals to 60,000 public housing and Mod Rehab 
units proposing to undertake nearly $2 billion in capital repairs by leveraging private 
debt and equity. Since the launch of the program, HUD has closed or converted 29 
projects to leverage debt and equity to address $189 million in capital repairs for 
2,583 units. 

HUD’s fiscal year 2015 budget request supports several key programs to provide 
opportunity and growth for all by eliminating the RAD cap of 60,000 units and 
providing an appropriation of $10 million in support of the Administration’s new 
“Promise Zones” initiative. This will enable HUD to address the more than 180,000 
units of applications, and create approximately $6 billion in private financing for the 
recapitalization of public housing. 
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2. Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) 

HUD has made a number of policy enhancements to encourage the use of LIHTCs 
with our mortgage insurance programs and with our Section 8 Project Based Rental 
Assistance Program. In the past two years, the number of LIHTC deals insured under 
our FHA programs has doubled, but the real story is where we stand right now. We 
are on track to double again, so by September 30, 2014, we could have almost $2 
billion in tax credit deals - compared to half a billion just two years ago. We closed 
more than 8,000 units in the first quarter of fiscal year 2014, which by some estimates 
is one-third of the total number of closings in the tax credit space. 

Further, the overall volume of LIHTCs is poised to increase. The recent tax reform 
bill released by Chairman Campo on the Ways and Means Committee calls for 
preserving LIHTCs even as most other credits are swept off the table. 

The Bipartisan Policy Center has called for a 50 percent increase in the 9 percent 
credit. And most recently, the Administration called for an almost 25 percent increase 
in the credit as well as added flexibilities, like eliminating the need to carry tax- 
exempt bonds on a deal if all you need or want is the 4 percent credits. 

There are also other new investments focused on affordable housing in the works at 
the federal level in the Johnson-Crapo housing reform legislation. These funds will 
create billions of dollars that will get layered in with FHA affordable deals. And the 
bill is also predicated on the fact that FHA will remain a strong source of credit 
enhancement in high times, as well as low. 

3. Small Buildings 

HUD is embarking on a new strategy, focusing on financing for small multifamily 
buildings of between five and 49 units each, called the Small Multifamily Building 
Risk Share Initiative. This initiative will expand support for small building financing, 
utilizing existing authorities within HUD’s Federal Housing Administration. 

Small buildings are home to more than 30 percent of the nation’s renters, 
approximately 20 million households. Many of these properties are naturally 
affordable, meaning that rents without any form of assistance are typically more 
affordable to low- and moderate-income families than the rents in larger buildings. 

Small buildings house a disproportionate share of the nation’s low-income renters, 
and provide housing at rents more affordable than large buildings. Yet, this segment 
of the market is disproportionately underfinanced, even in HU D programs. 

Seventy-seven pereent of small buildings are owned by small owner entities, rather 
than institutional investors; in many cases, small multifamily properties are small 
businesses, creating jobs and opportunity in all kinds of communities. Small buildings 
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are at risk of disinvestment because they can be expensive to finance, pose unique 

challenges. Some of the challenges to financing are: 

• The process and associated costs of underwriting are proportionally more 
expensive for both the lender and the borrower when costs are spread over a 
smaller number of units, 

• The loan value is low relative to the cost of the underwriting, so most lenders 
have generally not made this market segment a focus. 

• The small multifamily building sector is less frequently mortgaged, and is more 
likely to use short term and/or adjustable rate financing, which creates uncertainty 
in forecasting expenses and receipts. 

HUD’s Small Multifamily Building Risk Share Initiative addresses these challenges. 
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Ms. Granger #3 


Project-Based Rental Assistance 


Question: Your budget proposes to shift Project-Based Rental Assistance (PBRA) funding 
from a fiscal year process to a calendar year one. Can you clarify why you believe one method 
provides more certainty than the other? What feedback have you received from stakeholders to 
indicate that there is any added certainty? 

Answer: Over the last two years, budget shortfalls have required HUD to place less than 
12 months of forward funding on many contracts, creating uncertainty among our partners in 
regards to the long-term future of the PBRA program. The President's budget proposal to move 
to a Calendar Year (CY) funding cycle will contribute to a more stable, efficient funding 
structure. 

This approach is consistent with the Department’s long-standing and successful practice of 
funding Section 8 Tenant- and Project-Based Vouchers on a CY cycle. It conforms to other 
efforts to align best practices in asset management across HUD’s Office of Public and Indian 
Housing and the Office of Multifamily Housing Programs. It also supports implementation of the 
Rental Assistance Demonstration which offers public housing agencies the choice of converting 
Public Housing to either Section 8 Project Based Vouchers or PBRA. 

In addition, the CY proposal further mitigates against the risk of late payments to owners in 
the first quarter of each fiscal year. 
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Mrs. Herrera Beutler #1 


Moving to Work 

The budget document states that HUD will be substantially expanding the Moving to Work 
(MTW) Program to high-performance agencies. 

Question: The largest Public Housing Authority in my district is a MTW agency, and they were 
just telling me about some of the innovative work they’re doing. Will the expansion have any effect on 
the Public Housing Agencies that are already participating in MTW? 

Answer: HUD is currently working with the White House on a number of legislative requests, 
including our proposal to expand MTW authorities. Consequently, the Department needs to wait until 
the package has cleared all levels of review before discussing. We will be in touch as soon as we E^e 
clear to have those discussions, and appreciate your patience on this issue. 


Mrs. Herrera Beutler #2 


Moving to Work 


Question: Could you tell us about the expansion and how it will be implemented, along with what 
criteria will be used to determine what high-performance agencies will be selected for expansion? 

Answer: HUD is currently working with the White House on a number of legislative requests, 
including our proposal to expand MTW authorities. Consequently the Department needs to wait until 
the package has cleared all levels of review before discussing. We will be in touch as soon as we are 
clear to have those discussions, and appreciate your patience on this issue. 
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Mrs. Herrera Beutler #3 a 


Project Based Section 8 Contracting 

In your testimony on April 10*^, regarding Project Based Section 8 Contracting you testified that 
HUD currently has the authority to use a Notice of Funding Agreement (NOFA) to acquire Project 
Based Contract Administration (PBCA) services in support of HUD’s Project Based Section 8 program. 
Specifically, you stated: “We have clear authority— -and that was what the earlier court confirmed— to 
he able to enter directly into those types of [NOFA ] contracts. ” However, in 2012, GAO ruled the use 
of a NOFA for the award of these contracts violated Federal law and that it “could be used to evade 
competition and other legal requirements.” In addition, three weeks ago (on March 25), the US Federal 
Circuit Court of Appeals overturned the earlier Court of Federal Claims ruling and, with respect to the 
PBCA contracts, required HUD to follow the same basic competitive contracting rules as other federal 
agencies. 

Question: Given the GAO and Federal Circuit Court rulings, what authority are you citing to 
support HUD’s authority to use a NOFA for the PBCA contracts? 

Answer: HUD is unable to comment on specific items which are the subject of ongoing litigation. 
However, as cited in the NOFA itself, the U.S. Housing Act of 1 937 (42 USC 1437f), at section 8(b) 
authorizes HUD to enter into annual contribution contracts (ACCs). 
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Mrs. Herrera Beutler #3b 


Question: Why, in the face of the GAO ruling and Federal Circuit decision, are you and the 
Department insistent on moving forward with aNOFA process which a federal appeals court just ruled 
violates federal law? 

Answer: FlUD is unable to comment on specific items which are the subject of ongoing litigation. 
However, HUD does not believe that the procurement process best serves the program, the 1 .2 million 
families involved, or the states. HUD urges Congress to maintain the flexibility of the PBRA program 
and clarify that the ACCs are cooperative agreements, subject to vigorous competition, but not subject to 
the myriad of procurement statutes, regulations and policies that don’t fit a housing program of this 
nature. 

By maintaining the program through a cooperative agreement rather than a procurement contract, 
HUD can better implement programmatic changes. For example, when Congress passed the Quality 
Housing and Work Responsibility Act of 1998 (QHWRA), Congress made changes to the de- 
concentration and income-targeting provisions of the public housing and section 8 programs. Because 
the ACCs are drafted broadly to give broad powers and responsibilities to the PBCAs, FIUD was able to 
implement Congressional intent through updated regulations and notices, rather than amending each 
ACC. In this way, the ACCs were able to stay in place and intact as HUD rolled out the implementation 
of the Congressional changes. This provided for greater stability to the program and more uniform and 
standardized implementation of Congress’s changes than would have been the case under procurement 
contracts. In fact, when Congress enacted the Section 8 program in 1974, the accompanying House and 
Senate reports emphasized the desire for both flexibility and fluidity in this new direct cash assistance 
program and a significant role for public housing agencies in the administration of the program. HUD’s 
approach is consistent with this stated Congressional intent. We urge Congress to reiterate this intent. 
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Mrs. Herrera Beutler #3c 


Question: What precedent would this set for future actions of other agency officials who simply 
disagree with GAO, procurement law, and the Federal Court? 

Answer: HUD is asking Congress to clarify its statutory intent, and refers questions about impact 
on other agencies to the Department of Justice. HUD believes Congress intended to create a housing 
program to be implemented by state actors in cooperation with HUD. The House reports from the 1974 
legislation authorizing the section 8 program in fact speak to exactly this intent and Congress’ desire to 
maintain flexibility and fluidity in the program. We urge Congress to preserve the statutory intent of the 
program with the clarifying legislative language HUD has requested. 


Mrs. Herrera Beutler #3d 


Question: Are you asking Congress to craft a law that gives HUD the authority to go back to the 
exclusionary competitive model that undermines competition, and does not maximize value to the 
taxpayer? 

Answer: HUD is asking Congress to clarify its statutory authorization in the U.S. Housing Act of 
1937, HUD believes Congress intended to create a housing program to be implemented by state actors 
in cooperation with HUD. The House reports from the 1974 legislation authorizing the section 8 
program in fact speak to exactly this intent and Congress’ desire to maintain flexibility and fluidity in 
the program. The NOFA process affords a great deal of competition but allows HUD to implement the 
housing program, using public bodies within each state and maintaining needed flexibility. The 
procurement process, by contrast, generally requires a competitive process that does not support use of 
public bodies within each state. 
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Mr. Joyce #1 


Perfonnance Based Contract Administration 


Question: Looking to the merits of your language request for the Performance Based 
Contract Administration (PBCA) program, can you tell me why it will cost the taxpayers less 
money to allow HUD to have broad discretion to award these contracts to whom it sees fit rather 
than going through the open competitive bidding process that GAO and the federal appeals court 
determined the agency should pursue? 

Answer: HUD believes that states play an important role in the administration of the 
Project Based Rental Assistanee (PBRA) program and that the program is stronger and better 
because of state PHA involvement. Generally, procurements require full and open competition 
and do not allow the federal government to limit competition to state or other public bodies. 
Further, it would be extremely challenging to manage 50 procurement contracts subject to the 
entire gamut of procurement statutes, regulations and policies - including change provisions and 
dispute clauses. Because grants and cooperative agreements generally are not subject to the 
procurement regulations involving specific contract provisions, change clauses, dispute 
provisions and the like, HUD can manage 50 cooperative agreements in a way that we cannot 
manage 50 procurement contracts. With a cooperative agreement, HUD can make a program 
change and implement it program-wide, through a notice or a regulation, which is not standard 
practice with procurement contracts. 

We are urging Congress to maintain the flexibility of the PBRA program and clarify that 
the ACCs are cooperative agreements, subject to vigorous competition, but not subject to the 
myriad of procurement statutes, regulations and policies that don’t fit a housing program of this 
nature. 



405 


Mr. Joyce #2 


Shrinking CDBG Funding Levels 


Question: Given the shrinking CDBG funding levels, should HUD be exploring 
innovative ways to partner with communities redeveloping communities and creating economic 
stability? Is Brownfield redevelopment an economic development opportunity for communities 
and regions? 

Answer: The Department is closely engaged with the grantee community, and is always 
open to further innovation. Last year, the Department undertook an outreach effort titled 
“Moving CDBG Forward,” which consisted of series of approximately 20 listening sessions as 
well as on-line forums, from June through October 2013 to provide CDBG stakeholders the 
opportunity to assess the CDBG program, and to recommend improvements. The insights and 
recommendations gathered through this process, as well as HUD’s experience in administering 
the program and research conducted by HLID’s Office of Policy Development and Research, 
form the basis for the Department’s legislative package that will be forwarded to Congress in 
2014. HUD feels that these reforms will, in a time of shrinking CDBG funding, make the 
program easier to administer and more effective on the ground. 

The legislative package will focus on strengthening the CDBG program’s foundation for 
years to come. These proposals will: 

• help grantees target funding resources to areas of greatest need; 

• enhance program accountability; 

• synchronize critical program cycles with the consolidated plan cycle; 

• reduce the number of small grantees while providing more options for regional 
coordination, administration and planning by allowing grantees to band together for 
administrative savings and/or overall investment decisions; and 

• preserve the fundamental premise of CDBG, such as local decision making and the 
provision of benefit for low- and moderate-income communities. 

We do not have to look far for examples of innovative ways CDBG creates partnerships for 
economic development. Our grantees often finance major projects with multiple sources of 
private and public funds. We strongly encourage the leveraging of CDBG funds in this manner. 
Recent revisions to State CDBG regulations also embrace regional collaboration by alleviating 
regulatory hurdles to cross-jurisdictional utilization of CDBG funds. 

In recent years, the Department has also fundamentally improved the way it does business 
by providing our partners with the support and assisUince necessary to build their capacity to 
deliver programs that address their community and development needs. Launched in 2010 
through the Transformation Initiative, HUD’s OneCPD technical assistance program helps 
grantees to achieve the highest level of performance and results from grant allocations. Through 
this program, technical assistance providers help communities develop better strategies for 
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finding more efficient ways to deploy funding through CDBG and other CPD programs to create 
economic opportunities and revitalize communities. 

Brownfield redevelopment is a significant economic development opportunity as 
remediation of contaminated sites alleviates risk to public health and safety, and returns these 
properties to productive use. Brownfield redevelopment is an eligible use of CDBG funds, and 
often not the only source of funding for these large projects. Grantees such as the State of Ohio, 
Cuyahoga County, Cuyahoga Falls and Youngstown all specifically list brownfield 
redevelopment or contaminated site cleanup in their Annual Action Plans for CDBG. When 
HUD’s competitive Brownfields Economic Development Initiative (BEDI) was funded, the 
Tinker’s Creek Commerce Park in Cuyahoga County was also funded with CDBG Section 108 
and other federal funding in order to create an estimated 500 new full time jobs. Additionally, 
other Federal and State funding programs have been used in conjunction with CDBG. For 
example, the Clean Ohio Brownfields program is a significant economic development program 
for the State, reporting the creation of over nine thousand jobs. Our grantees often finance major 
projects with multiple sources of private and public funds. We strongly encourage the 
leveraging of CDBG funds in this manner. 
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Mr. Joyce #3 


Shrinking CDBG Funding Levels 


Question: Title I of the 1949 Housing Authority Act used to provide a line of federal 
credit to local communities to undertake major redevelopment projects. In the 1970’s, this was 
replaced with the current Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. My question 
is, given the shrinking federal resources available (and specifically CDBG) and the growing need 
for major redevelopment projects across the country, would taking HUD’s existing capacity to 
underwrite Section 108 loans and marrying it with the previous authority to provide a line of 
credit to communities make sense as a partnering tool with communities on large market ready 
projects? 

Answer: The Community Development Loan Guarantee Program (Section 108) is the 
successor provision to the urban renewal program authorized under the 1949 Act. Section 1 08 
is an ideal financing source for community and economic development projects that are either 
too large to carry out with annual CDBG grant allocations or generate revenue that can be used 
to repay the guaranteed loan, or both. The Administration is seeking to increase the in loan 
guarantee fimding for the program to $500 million in FY 201 5 and, consistent with FY 2014 
appropriations language, moving the program toward a fee basis. With the increase of loan 
guarantee authority, HUD will be able to fund even more projects in communities across the 
country. HUD believes that the Section 108 program adequately serves community’s needs and 
currently does not see any advantages to reviving the old federal credit line provided under the 
urban renewal program. 

Communities across the country currently turn to the Section 1 08 loan guarantee as a 
source of funds for these crucial projects. The Section 108 program’s ability to marshal 
significant resources facilitates targeted and effective investment by communities in housing and 
community and economic development projects. Not only can a grantee carry out a larger 
program with the Section 108 financing than it would otherwise, but it can more efficiently use 
the grant funds it receives. This efficiency is achieved by financing revenue generating activities 
(e.g., economic development) with a guaranteed loan and applying the future revenue to 
repayment of the debt. The program creates jobs and increases the local tax base. Grant funds 
can then be redeployed to non-revenue generating activities, thereby enabling communities to 
address their housing and community/economic development needs. 
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Mr. Joyce #4 


Section 108 Underwriting System 


Question: Given that HUD has a very successful underwriting system in place with the 
Section 108 program and there has never been a default, how would you build on this process to 
make large market ready projects more accessible for communities? 

Answer: One of the challenges in using Section 108 financing for such projects is to 
balance the timing of the need for the financing and the time required to make the financing 
available. HUD intends to streamline its review process for Section 108 applications to decrease 
the time elapsing between receipt of an application and a final decision. Second, HUD will step 
up its technical assistance to help communities understand the application requirements and to 
screen projects to ensure that they will meet Section 108 underwriting requirements. 
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Mr. Simpson #l 


FHA and Eminent Domain 


Mr. Secretary, I believe you are well-aware that several municipalities throughout the 
country have considered a proposal to use eminent domain to seize currently underwater 
mortgages, using the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) insurance fund as the key 
mechanism to facilitate the scheme. 

It is well documented that communities devastated by the recession and are still struggling 
to find solutions to help their underwater homeowners. But this proposed use of eminent domain 
strikes me as unconstitutional and detrimental to the return of private capital into the housing. 

Question; It also seems like a poor use of the FHA insurance fund and the taxpayers who 
back that up. I know you are aware of the MRP scheme and so I’d ask the question; What is 
HUD’s position on MRP’s proposal? 

Answer; HUD recognizes that eminent domain is an inherent and often indispensable tool 
for local governments to accomplish important public purposes. Notions of using eminent 
domain to condemn and refinance mortgages, however, raise a number of potential and novel 
issues that State and local governments and the courts will have to consider and resolve. 
Municipalities would have to decide whether pursuing such a policy best serves their residents. 

In exercising this tool, municipalities would have to develop and execute a condemnation 
and compensation plan that will survive legal scrutiny under both federal and state laws and legal 
precedent, as well as political scrutiny from their citizens and other stakeholders. While some 
municipalities have approved such an idea in theory, others have already rejected it. To date, 
none have begun legal proceedings to condemn a mortgage, compensate the property holder, and 
then refinance the mortgage. We believe it is most prudent to consider what if any programmatic 
response from FHA is appropriate when more information about such possible use of eminent 
domain becomes available. 
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Mr. Simpson #2 


FHA and Eminent Domain 


Recognizing that this is largely a local issue, and one that the courts are deciding, you are 
no doubt aware of this very specific planned use of eminent domain and the role FHA plays in it. 

It doesn’t much matter whether the scheme has been implemented fully or not, bad public 
policy is bad public policy. 

Question: Do you support the use of FHA to seize mortgages and force losses on 
pensioners and investors in my district and elsewhere? 

Answer: Pending possible further development and execution of these plans, HUD does 
not know whether the seized mortgages would qualify for insurance by the FHA under existing 
criteria or any other specifics about this potential exercise of eminent domain authority. 
Moreover, until such plans produce concrete, analyzable results, HUD will not know what if any 
effects they will have on FHA and the mortgage market. 

Any guidance from FHA on this issue should take into account these factors and should be 
narrowly tailored to avoid any unintended consequences. If necessary, HUD will issue 
informational guidance to FHA approved lending institutions as appropriate. 



411 


Mr. Simpson #3 


HUD Condo Rules 


Question: As you know, the Federal Housing Authority’s (FHA) premiums have been 
raised 5 times since 2009. How are the increases being received in the market? Are the 
premiums too high? Now that FHA is moving back into the black, is there any movement 
towards lowering premiums? 

Answer: While we understand that many in the housing industry have concerns about 
FHA pricing and its impact on access and affordability, FHA must balance its mission with its 
fiduciary and legal responsibilities. While the Fund is on the right track - expected to have a 
positive capital reserve balance at the end of fiscal year 2014- it is not expected to reach its 
statutory reserve ratio until the end of fiscal year 2015 (2016 if unamortized loan balances are 
used to calculate the ratio). 

FHA has worked extraordinarily hard over the last few years to establish a premium 
structure that appropriately accounts for risk and encourages the return of private capital. In 
previous years, FHA premiums were too low— not appropriately covering the risk of mortgage 
products or properly contributing to the MMI Fund reserves. Today FHA is on the right track. 
But that has not eradicated the stress to which the fund had been subjected during this most 
recent crisis. 

The Fund’s improvement does allow FHA to further sharpen its focus on its core mission 
of expanding access to affordable housing opportunities. While can be difficult for 
creditworthy borrowers to access mortgage financing today, through FHA HAWK and the 
Quality Assurance initiative, FHA is taking a targeted approach to expanding access and 
affordability. The QA initiative clarifies our expectations regarding the loan manufacturing 
process, helping eliminate the need for lender overlays while increasing access. The new 
HAWK pilot project, by creating informed borrowers and offering an incentive of reduced 
premiums, expands access by reducing cost, thus increasing the pool of eligible credit worthy 
borrowers. 
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Mr. Simpson #4 


HUD Condo Rules 


Question: FHA has significant restrictions on the purchase of condominiums, which are 
often the most affordable choice for many first time homebuyers. Given that FHA’s 
condominium portfolio is actually performing better than the single-family portfolio, can you 
explain the need for such restrictions? 

Answer: FHA does not believe that it has significant restrictions on the purchase of 
condominiums. In establishing its new requirements for condominiums - many of them based 
on policies previously issued in handbooks, mortgagee letters and other source documents or 
Industry standards - FHA has sought to balance the need to manage the risk to the Mutual 
Mortgage Insurance Fund with its mission of providing access to affordable and sustainable 
homeownership opportunities for low- and moderate-income borrowers, particularly new 
homebuyers. In pursuit of such balance, FHA continues research and evaluation of its policies 
and engages with a variety of stakeholders soliciting input from them to determine solutions. As 
a result of these interactions and FHA’s commitment, temporary changes to the current 
condominium project approval requirements were issued in Mortgagee Letter 2012-1 8, published 
September 13, 2012. The temporary policy adjustments were needed to address current housing 
market conditions. 

Yes, data indicates that FHA’s condominium portfolio is performing better than the single- 
family portfolio. While condominiums are an affordable housing option, the success of the 
condominium project depends on many factors. Each unit owner is dependent on the other 
owners to meet their financial and other responsibilities as well as having a well-managed 
Homeowner’s Association. FHA believes the performance is due in part to its current 
condominium project approval standards but is committed to continuing engagement of 
stakeholders and other parties to ensure that the standards are appropriate and representative of 
current market conditions while considering the risk to the Fund. 
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Mr. Simpson #5 


HUD Condo Rules 


Question: HUD continues to promote mixed use properties and high density as good 
choices for communities. Yet, FHA's condo rules prohibit the purchase of a condominium 
in a property with more than 25 percent commercial space. What is the purpose of this 
restriction, and doesn’t it run contrary to the new "town center” model that HUD seems to 
be promoting? 

Answer: Commercial space in any FHA-insured property is typically limited to 25 percent 
of the total floor areas. (Commercial space is defined as any nonresidential use of the property, 
including but not limited to, parking areas, retail spaces, office spaces, hotel and/or other 
nonresidential use.) However, in September 2012, FHA issued temporary provisions via an 
administrative notice, Mortgagee Letter 2012-18, to the existing condominium policy guidance 
that provides options for exceeding the 25 percent commercial space requirement. If the defined 
exception requirements are met and the commercial space does not have a negative impact on the 
residential character of the project in which the unit is located then an exception may be issued to 
allow up to 50 percent commercial space. Requests to exceed 50 percent commercial space are 
ineligible unless approved by the Commissioner or his/her designee. 
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Mr. Simpson #6 


“Green” Physical Needs Assessments 


In Boise, the PHA there is facing a lawsuit from a tenant who injured herself in an old 
elevator which was up to code, but had not been updated due to lack of funding. It was put in 
service in 1970, and became unsafe. 

The folks in Boise would like to have more authority about how they can spend the funds 
they receive between the capital and the operating accounts to address issues like this before they 
arise. . . but there is another problem they face that is making it even more difficult to deal with 
things like a broken elevator. 

They have been told by HUD to begin preparing an energy audit to, among other things, 
see how they could make their buildings more “green.” They told me that this will cost them an 
enormous amount of money and will delay more serious safety and security priorities while 
redirecting staff-time and resources in a way that hurts their core mission. 

This “green physical needs assessment” seems to run counter to the language included in 
the FY14 Omnibus directing HUD to take “every possible measure to ensure that any new 
reporting requirement associated with the physical needs assessment process do not increase 
administrative burdens. . .” 

Question: Can you offer me, and the PHA in Boise, assurances that they will not have to 
devote significant resources and time to undergo this assessment? - a requirement that would 
appear to run counter to the omnibus language? 

Answer: HUD has proposed a Physical Needs Assessment (PNA) rule as an amendment to 
its Capital Fund Program which would require all PHAs to perform a PNA once every 5 years. 
PHAs larger than 250 units have had a PNA requirement for many years, The proposed rule 
extends the requirement to small PHAs recognizing that for these generally smaller communities, 
public housing is as valuable a community asset in proportion to any other community. Based 
on the current status of this requirement, the Boise PHA will not have to submit a PNA for more 
than a year at the earliest. The Department has taken substantial steps to minimize the burden of 
this pending requirement and is continuing to review whether it can take additional steps to 
further decrease the burden while continuing to ensure that the requirement serves its function. 
The Omnibus legislation requires the Department to report to Congress this summer on its 
review of burden reduction: the report will address the issue of burden comprehensively. 
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Mr, Simpson #7 


“Green” Physical Needs Assessments 


Question: How would the PHA’s be expected to pay for this? Would it come out of their 
administrative budget? Their operating budget? 

Answer: Costs for capital planning activities such as PNAs and energy audits have long 
been and continue to be eligible expenses under the Capital Fund and the Operating Fund grants. 
The time and resources that any specific PHA will need to spend on these activities is very much 
dependent upon local decisions on how to proceed, local preparedness, and variables such as the 
complexity of the inventory. 

A PNA is a management tool to assess needs for replacement or refurbishment of capital 
assets, such as elevators, roofs, windows and other components that have very long serviceable 
life but are very costly to replace when required. The PNA helps managers plan for such major 
undertakings and to prioritize needs knowing that, if they are fully reliant on the Capital Fund for 
such improvements, the federal grant will not cover the cost of all of the capital work needing to 
be performed in any given year. This long-term view also helps PHAs with repositioning 
decisions they may need to consider to keep the property viable for assisted housing. HUD’s goal 
is to establish procedures for management practices to efficiently deploy federal funds. 

The PNA rule does not require PHAs to contract a third party for the assessment if its staff 
has the qualifications and experience to perform the PNA. Energy audits would frequently 
require a third party to perform. For a number of years, PHAs have been required to perform 
energy audits every 5 years. Congress mandated in the Energy Policy Act of 2005 that public 
housing capital planning activities be integrated with utility management and energy 
conservation. The PNA rule that HUD has proposed includes that integration as a requirement 
and establishes a more useful industry standard energy audit. 

Costs to perform physical capital improvements are paid from the Capital Funds. As a 
small agency with fewer than 250 public housing units, Boise already has the authority to 
reassign operating funds to capital needs. In HUD’s 2015 budget proposal, HUD proposes to 
extend this same flexibility to large PHAs. 

To implement the PNA rule HUD developed a tool called the Green Physical Needs 
Assessment (GPNA) tool. The GPNA tool collects and organizes the information needed for a 
baseline PNA so that a qualified PHA staff could perform this work itself and comply with the 
proposed FIUD reporting which is produced automatically by the GPNA. The “green” 
designation simply acknowledges that the energy conservation measures that an energy audit 
reveals to a PHA can be integrated into it as mandated by the Energy Policy Act. The proposed 
rule will require that PHAs energy audits consider the energy savings potential of at least the 
baseline measures generally known to be broadly available, easily implementable, and cost 
effective. More advanced energy conservation measures such as solar, geo-thermal systems, co- 
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generation, and wind systems are not required to be considered. “Green measures” as defined in 
the rule are encouraged by not required to be considered. 

The final rule and its implementation are not imminent. The earliest possible publication 
of the rule would not require a submittal from any PHA for more than a year from now. The 
timeline for implementation after the rule becomes effective is not yet finalized. HLID is 
working on the report that Congress requested regarding concrete steps to minimize the burden 
of the proposed rule and it is expected that it will be submitted by the July 16 deadline. That 
report will further expand on these points but we hope this is immediately responsive to the 
Congressman’s supplemental request. 
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Mr. Pastor #1 


Tenant-Based Section 8 


Question: Provide a list of all PHAs that have turned back HUD-VASH vouchers in each 
of the past 3 fiscal years. 

Answer: See the list below: 


2013 


PHA Number 

ni PHA name 

AR002 

North Little Rock Housing Authority 

GA901* 

Georgia Residential Finance 

KS004 

Wichita Housing Authority 

MN038 

Housing and Redevelopment Authority of St. Cloud, Minnesota 

MN177 

Otter Tail County Housing and Redevelopment Authority 

NYOOl 

Syracuse HA 

OH007 

Akron Metropolitan Housing Authority 

OH015 

Butler Metropolitan Housing Authority 

OH021 

Springfield 

OH044 

Allen Metropolitan Housing Authority 

PA013 

Housing Authority of the City of Erie 

PA036 

Lancaster 

PA052 

Housing Authority of the County of Lebanon 

TN007 

Jackson Housing Authority 

TX003* 

Housing Authority of the City of El Paso, TX 

TXOlO 

Housing Authority of the City of Waco 

VAOll 

Roanoke Redevelopment & Housing Authority 

WI031 

Wausau Community Development Authority 

Wi06S 

Wisconsin Rapids 

WV006 

Housing Authority of the City of Martinsbui^ 

WVOlO 

Housing Authority of the City of Keyset 


* PHAs accepting one allocation but declining a second 
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2012 


PHA Number 

PHAname 

FL015 

Northwest Florida Regional Housing Authority 

GA901 

Georgia DCA 

MA012 

Worcester Housing Authority 

OH004 

Cincinnati Metropolitan Hsg Auth 

OH007 

Akron MHA 

OH038 

Butler Metropolitan Housing Authority 

TXOlO 

Housing Authority of Waco 

TX023 

Beaumont Housing Authority 

TX392 

Denton HA 

W!201 

Waukesha 


2011 


PHA Number 

m PHAname' 

FL002 

Housing Authority of the City of St. Petersburg 

GA006 

Atlanta Housing Authority 

OH007 

Akron Metropolitan Housing Authority 

TXOlO 

Waco Housing Authority 

TX456 

Tyler Housing Authority 

WI002 

Housing Authority of the City of Milwaukee 
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Mr. Pastor #2 


Tenant-Based Section 8 


Question: Provide a list of all PHAs that have terminated or consolidated their tenant- 
based Section 8 programs in each of the past 3 fiscal years. 


Answer: See the table below and list attached: 



Total Transfers 

Total Full Transfers 

Total Partial 
Transfers 

CY2011 

27 

25 

2 

CY2012 

34 

33 

1 

CY2013 

28 

25 

3 



MiCTOSoft Excel 
97*2003 Worksheet 
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Mr. Pastor #3 


Tenant-Based Section 8 


Question: How many HUD-VASH vouchers are currently available for use? 

Answer: As of February 28, 2014, there were 8,541 HUD-VASH vouchers available for 
use. This number subtracts any HUD-VASH vouchers that were leased, issued to Veterans, or 
reserved for Veterans who are being processed by the PHA. 
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Mr. Pastor #4 


Teaant-Based Section 8 


Question: How close are you to the goal of ending veteran’s homelessness by 2015? 

Answer: We remain on track to reach President Obama’s goal of ending homelessness 
among Veterans in 2015. There were 57,849 homeless Veterans on a single night in January 
2013. Homelessness among veterans declined by 17 percent between 2009 and 2012. In 2009, 
16 percent of homeless adults were Veterans; in 2013 that number was 13 percent. This progress 
is being made in an environment where veterans are 33 percent more likely to become homeless 
than the general adult population. 

Our goal is a systematic end to homelessness, which means there are no Veterans sleeping 
on our streets and every Veteran has access to permanent housing. Should Veterans become or 
be at-risk of becoming homeless, we will have the capacity to quickly connect them to the help 
they need to achieve housing stability. The ultimate goal is that all Veterans have permanent, 
sustainable housing with access to high-quality health care and other supportive services. 

An end to homelessness among Veterans will be achieved when the annual Point-In-Time 
(PIT) count identifies zero Veterans who are unsheltered and no more than 12,500 Veterans, at 
any point in time, are on the pathway from housing crisis to housing stability. The 2016 PIT 
count will measure our progress through 2015. 
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Mr. Pastor #5 


Tenant-Based Section 8 


Question: Do you contemplate a need for additional incremental HUD-Veterans Affairs 
Supportive Housing (HUD-VASH) vouchers in fiscal year 2016? 

Answer: The President’s 2015 Budget request includes the resources needed to reach the 
goal of ending homelessness among veterans in 2015, including 10,000 additional HUD-VASH 
vouchers and a significant funding increase in VA’s Supportive Services for Veteran Families 
program. At this time, we do not anticipate requesting additional VASH vouchers in 2016, but 
will be carefully monitoring data as it becomes available. Between the VA system and HUD’s 
Continuums of Care, it will also be important to have ongoing resources for prevention, rapid 
rehousing, and supportive services for veterans who are using HUD-VASH to subsidize their 
permanent housing. 

The tremendous progress we have made on ending homelessness among veterans 
demonstrates what is possible when resource investments are made in evidence-based solutions 
like permanent supportive housing, rapid re-housing, and Housing First, and when the 
government works in partnership with communities to target and use these resources effectively 
and efficiently. 
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Mr. Pastor #6 


PHAs in Receivership 


Question: How many PHAs in receivership does the department plan to return to local 
control in fiscal year 2014? 

Answer: The Department plans to return two administrative receivership PHAs to local 
control this fiscal year, with an additional PHA being returned by the end of the calendar year. 
Virgin Islands Housing Authority and the Housing Authority of New Orleans will be returned 
before end of the fiscal year, and it is anticipated that the Detroit Housing Commission will be 
returned by the end of the calendar year. 

Further, the Housing Authority of Kansas City was returned to local control in May 2014, 
and the Chester Housing Authority, (both judicial receiverships), is expected to return to local 
control this fiscal year as well. 
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Mr. Pastor #7 


PHAs in Receivership 


Question: What is HUD’s strategy to deal with receiverships that have existed for longer 
than 1 0 years? 

Answer: Two of the four PHAs that have been in administrative receivership for at least 
1 0 years are being returned this fiscal year (Virgin Islands Housing Authority and the Housing 
Authority of New Orleans). For the remaining two PHAs, Wellston Housing Authority and East 
Saint Louis Housing Authority, HUD has been actively working to ensure the PHA is in a place 
for sustainable and improved performance. Additionally, it is anticipated that the Detroit 
Housing Commission will be returned to local control by the end of the calendar year. 

For Wellston Housing Authority (WHA), HUD is working with the PHA to reposition the 
PHA’s assets. In November 2013, Wellston partnered with St. Louis County to apply for and 
win a Housing Choice Neighborhood Planning Grant (HCNPG) of $474,000. As a part of the 
plan, Wellston is considering using HUD’s Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program 
transform the public housing units. HUD is also exploring a cooperative agreement with St. 

Louis City Housing Authority to manage the agency. The objective of the Agreement is to move 
the WHA on the path to sustainability while transforming it into a well-run, functioning housing 
authority that provides decent, safe and sanitary housing and services to low income residents of 
the City of Wellston. Once the cooperative agreement is in place and further assessments are 
conducted regarding the viability of RAD as a repositioning option, HUD expects to better 
understand the needs and timeline for returning the agency to local control. 

For East Saint Louis Housing Authority (ESLHA), HUD is continuing to move forward 
to conclude its receivership oversight of the ESLHA. As part of the receivership transition plan, 
the Housing Choice Voucher Section 8 program was transferred to the St. Clair County Housing 
Authority (SCCHA) on October 1, 2013. The options for repositioning the public housing assets 
are still be explored by HUD. 

In addition, ongoing court proceedings related to ESLHA prevent HUD from being able 
to specify a date certain for termination of the receivership. HUD anticipates being better able to 
predict the timeline once the court proceedings are completed, but in the interim continues to 
explore all options that will ensure decent, safe and affordable housing for the residents and a 
sustainable housing agency. 
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Mr. Pastor #8 


Next Generation Management System (NGMS) 


Question: When do you expect for Public and Indian Housing Information Center (PIC) 
and Voucher Management System (VMS) functionality to be implemented and functional in 
NGMS? 

The migration of VMS functionality into NGMS will begin upon the completion of the 
Cash Management (CASH) module. Based on our current budgetary assumptions, the CASH 
module has a target completion date of September 30, 2016. Based on that date, VMS would be 
retired no later than December 31, 2016. 

The migration of PIC functionality into NGMS will begin upon the completion of the 
Affordable Housing Life-cycle Information Center (AHLIC) module. Based on our current 
budgetary assumptions, the AHLIC module has a target completion date of December 3 1 , 20 1 7. 
Based on that date, PIC would be retired no later than March 31, 2018. 
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Mr. Pastor #9 


NGMS 


Question: Please provide the amounts spent on NGMS in the past 3 fiscal years, the 
budget for this year and projections for the next 3 fiscal years. For prior years and this year, 
please included budgeted vs. actual numbers. 

Answer; 


Fiscal Year 

Original DME Funding 
Approved in Expenditure 

Plan 

DME Funding After All 
Approved Reprogrammings 

Total Funds Obligated for 
DME 

2011 

$12,100,000 

$12,954,286 

$12,426,616 

2012 

$0 

$0 

$0 

2013 

$4,000,000 

$4,000,000 

$2,002,691' 


1/ This figure represents obligations as of May 6, 2014. Funds appropriated in fiscal year 2013 
expire at the end of the current fiscal year. 

HUD is in the process of finalizing its DME expenditure plan for fiscal year 2014. Details on all NGMS 
projects activities supported with FY 14 funds, including funding allocations, schedules, functional 
capabilities and other details, will be provided to Congress in the FY 14 DME expenditure plan this 
spring. 

The fiscal year 201 5 budget request anticipates using $5 million of DME funding for NGMS. However, 
as with the development of any IT initiative, the particular contours of NGMS have evolved over 
time, and we continually evaluate project plans and progress, as needed. After the enactment of 
the fiscal year 2015 appropriations act, the budget and project plan for NGMS will be 
reevaluated and updated through the DME planning process. 

The budgets for fiscal years 2016 and 2017 are pre-decisional - we have not yet determined our projected 
NGMS budgets for these years. 

Given our current assumptions regarding the availability of IT DME funding through the fiscal 
year 2015 budget, we expect the following modules to be implemented in Q4 2014 through Q4 
2018: 

• BFF Operating Fund - a module that creates an IT system to administer the annual Operating 
Subsidy formula for over 7,000 applications. This eliminates HUD’s reliance on contractors to 
process the applications. 

• Cash Management (“CASFF’) - a module which enables HUD to calculate Housing Assistance 
Payment funds based on near real-time data, and perform continuous budget reconciliations for 
the Housing Choice Vouchers (“HCV”) program. 

• Affordable Housing Lifecycle Information Center (“AHLIC”) — a module which replaces the PIH 
Information Center with a transactional system that will support the entire life cycle of HUD 
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program participants and partners. The life cycle will include case initiation through case- 
cioseout, and all transactional processes in between. This module will provide internal and 
external partners with secure access to all case information relating to participants, including 
financial, demographic, building/unit, etc., which will in-tum provide the underlying basis for 
operations management of affordable housing programs. 

• HCV Payment Processing - a module that will leverage the requirements developed in earlier 
capabilities to build final systems necessary to make payments to PHAs based on tenant-level 
data and to develop the system necessary to address HCV program needs related to the transition 
to the New Core Financial Services initiative. 

Per HUD’s vision for NGMS additional functionality may be sought in future years. Dependent 
upon flmding, such flmctionality includes: 

• a system for identifying and managing PHA risks; 

• collection of Moving to Work PHA plan and budget details in order to improve performance 
monitoring; 

• integration of Physical Needs Assessment and Energy and Performance Information Center data 
with AHLIC lifecycle information in order to assess PHA capital planning effectiveness; and 

• adding the capability to monitor a track Choice Neighborhood and HOPE VI grant performance. 
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Mr. Pastor #10 


NGMS 


Question: What is HUD doing to incorporate the work that REAC is doing into the CIO 
portfolio? 

Answer: REAC is supported by IT tools and systems that are part of the HUD information 
technology portfolio. OCIO and PIH are partnering to ensure that the IT capabilities developed 
and managed for REAC are consistent with the Department’s enterprise architecture and 
technical standards. Going forward, HUD will continue to seek out opportunities where REAC 
capabilities can be utilized in other program areas and across other IT segments. 

As a part of HUD’s efforts to pursue a more customer-focused organizational model, we 
have appointed Customer Relationship Coordinators (CRCs) to serve as the primary point of 
contact for coordination of IT services with Project Managers and Program Offices. The CRCs’ 
role is to ensure effective and quality IT service delivery and value-driven IT solutions, and to 
coordinate support from OCIO. 
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Mr. Pastor #1 1 


NGMS 


Question: Does the Department support technical, IT training for program office staff? 

Answer: HUD provides to all its employees training for Microsoft Office Suite, Remote 
Access, Encryption software, and other enterprise-wide infrastructure software. While some 
.specific application and systems training is provided through the Office of the Chief Information 
Officer (OCIO), the majority of system-specific training is provided by the venders who have 
developed and maintain the systems. 

Beyond systems and applications training, HUD contracts with venders and with other 
government organizations (for example, National Defense University) for training in Project 
Management, Enterprise Architecture, Contract Management, and IT Security. HUD also 
contracts for leadership and management training geared specifically towards IT organizations. 
These courses are largely focused on the OCIO workforce, but are open to other HUD employees 
as well. 

The Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer (OCHCO) has recently completed a skill 
survey for the IT workforce inside and outside of OCIO. OCHCO is developing a guide for the 
IT specialty which will allow HUD employees to view career maps that exhibit the common 
career paths of the occupation. The guide will also describe the duties, skills, the various 
prerequisites for advancement and possible career options at each stage and each GS level of the 
occupation. 

Most of the other types of technical skills (database administration, application 
development, system engineering) are not trained within OCIO, but are provided through 
contracts with venders. HUD, like many organizations In the Federal Sector, has found that 
these types of skills are better acquired through outside sources who specialize in training these 
skills. 
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Mr. Pastor #12 


Section 232 FHA Loans 


Question: What is HUD doing to address issues that lenders have with new loan 
documents? 

Answer: Creation of the new loan documents for the Section 232 Program originated from 
a HUD Office of Inspector General (IG) audit in 2002. The IG audit identified certain control 
weaknesses, and the new loan documents were aimed at strengthening HUD’s ability to protect 
its collateral for the FHA mortgage. For residential care facilities, such as nursing homes, the 
value of the collateral is less in the bricks and mortar of the building and more in the assets 
related to the continuous successful operation of the business. These assets include all revenue 
attributable to the project (including Medicare and Medicaid reimbursements), the state-issued 
license to operate the facility as well as the agreement granting eligibility to participate in the 
Medicare and Medicaid programs. The loan documents the Section 232 Program was using were 
originally created for Multifamily Housing projects and lacked strong provisions on the 
operations 

After the required public notice and comment period, the entire collection of over 1 00 new 
loan documents became effective July 12, 2013. Since that time, HUD has received further 
comments from industry and addressed them. To date, HUD has responded to the issues as 
follows: 


1. Issue: 

Some commenters expressed concerns that for third-party operators, HUD’s 
security interest in the operator’s collateral in the event of a default by the 
borrower, with no default by the operator, is unreasonable (in the Operator 
Security Agreement). 

HUP Action: 

HUD published the Operator Security Agreement Rider September 6, 2013 for 
third-party operators. This rider protects assets of compliant third-party operators. 
This has been well-received by the industry. 

2. Issue: 

Some commenters expressed concerns that the Intercreditor Agreement (ICA) 
does not appropriately reflect customary business practices in the Accounts 
Receivable (AR) lending industry resulting in many AR lenders being unwilling 
to do business with HUD-insured facilities. 
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HUD Action: 

In July 2013, HUD created a Task Force consisting of HUD, FHA lenders and AR 
lenders to revise the ICA. The final ICA is scheduled to be published June 2014 
in accordance with Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) process. 

When HUD published the Office of Residential Care Facilities Document 
collection in March 2013, the initial 0MB approval was for approximately one 
year following the documents’ effective date. This was a shorter effective term 
than the more typical three-year effective period for PRA-processed documents. 
The reason is that the Department had not yet worked through certain electronic 
document submission matters, and a decision was made to provide for a longer 
effective period after the electronic submission matters were addressed. Thus, on 
September 10, 2013, HUD published a Federal Register Notice specificaliy 
setting forth the proposed electronic submission policy and invited public 
comment. After the 60-day comment period elapsed, with no comments received, 
HUD then published its second Federal Register Notice on the collection on 
February 27, 2014. This second publication repeated the proposed electronic 
submission policy, and added the newly revised Intercreditor Agreement; it 
allowed for a 30-day public comment period. Public comments have been 
received and are being reviewed. HUD anticipates that in republishing documents 
shortly, with the new 0MB approval and inclusion of the revised electronic 
submission policy, the effective period will be for a full three years from the 
upcoming publication date. 
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Mr. Pastor #13 


Section 232 FHA Loans 


Question: Is HUD concerned that the new documents may disproportionately preclude 
certain types of projects from participating in the programs? 

Answer: It is not HUD’s intention to preclude any particular types of projects from 
participating in the Section 232 Program. Regardless of owner/operator structure (related-party 
or third-party), HLID approves individual applications for mortgage insurance based On the credit 
risk and strong underwriting criteria. Risk to the General Insurance Fund is reduced by 
maintaining its high underwriting standards. HUD does not believe that the new documents 
disproportionately preclude any particular type of project from the program. 

It has been alleged that HUD’s documents are intended to eliminate the use of third party 
operators, but that is a mischaracterization. Third party operators are common in 232 facilities 
and HUD generally has no concerns with this model. However, because this third party is 
critical to the performance of the FHA insured loan, as part of the process of updating the 
documents to better reflect the evolving business model and protect FHA and taxpayer interests, 
HUD did revise the documents to better reflect the reliance on these third parties. These changes 
were not intended to eliminate third party operated facilities from our portfolio. To better refine 
these documents and balance mission and access to credit, FHA recently published a revised 
intercreditor agreement which is currently out for comment. 
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Mr. Pastor #14 


Section 232 FHA Loans 


Question: Do the loan documents articulate a policy change in the types of loans eligible 
for the program? 

Answer: No, the documents do not articulate a change in the types of loans eligible. 
Despite that, HUD has received comments that reflect a mischaracterization that the documents 
evidence a lack of support for the types of loans with third party operator. The loan documents as 
revised reflect the recognition that the value of the collateral in residential care facilities, such as 
nursing homes, is less in the bricks and mortar of the building and more in the assets related to 
the continuous successful operation of the business. These assets include all revenue attributable 
to the project (including Medicare and Medicaid reimbursements), the state-issued license to 
operate the facility as well as the agreement granting eligibility to participate in the Medicare and 
Medicaid programs. Prior to the document update, the Section 232 Program was using 
documents originally created for Multifamily Housing projects and lacked strong provisions on 
the operations. It was necessary to create documents specific to the residential care industry in 
order to reflect the evolution of the residential care industry, manage risk to the GI/SRI Fund and 
fulfill the program’s mission of providing access to quality, affordable healthcare facilities. 
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Mr. Quigley #1 


Excess Funds Language Issue 


As you know, the Chicago Housing Authority is a Moving to Work Agency (MTW). In 
your budget request, HLTD is given the authority to reduce funding for voucher renewal costs to 
individual public housing authorities as a result of cost savings from the enactment of Section 8 
authorizing provisions. Now I understand the need to reduce costs, but the language included is 
quite broad, allowing HUD to make reductions for MTW agencies, despite the fact that MTW 
agencies are not subject to the Public Housing Authority (PHA) rules being changed and will not 
incur those same cost savings. 

Question: Can you tell me whether you intend to make funding reductions for MTW 
agencies under this provision? And if so, why? Given that, as 1 explained, they have no cost 
savings. 

Answer: The language in question provides that HUD may take into account the 
anticipated impact of changes in medical expense threshold, targeting, and utility allowances on 
public housing agencies’ needs, including MTW agencies. HUD has not made any final 
decisions as to how it would exercise this authority and to what extent, if any, it would be 
applied to an MTW agency. However, we will only exercise this authority if we can do so in a 
fair, transparent, and equitable manner. 
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Mr. Quigley #2 


Vouchers Lost to Sequestration 


Question: Mr. Secretary, you’ve talked about HDD’s proposal to restore all housing 
vouchers lost to sequestration, but it’s clear that the funding requested is insufficient to meet that 
goal. Several housing groups have even reported that the department has admitted that the fiscal 
year 2015 voucher request is at least $1 .2-$l .4 billion short of the cost of restoring all vouchers. 

Can you provide the subcommittee with some more information on HDD’s efforts to 
restore vouchers lost to sequestration? 

Answer: In the fiscal year 20 1 5 budget request, the funding level requested for contract 
renewals will ensure uninterrupted assistance to families with units under lease during calendar 
year 2014, and restore the sequestration funding cuts that the 2014 appropriations mostly 
reversed, including units that were supported through the use of approximately $600 million 
from PHA reserves. This amount also includes the renewal of new vouchers coming on line, 
renewal of HDD-VASH vouchers, and adjustments to reflect anticipated rent and utility changes. 
In addition, the Budget requests 40,000 new special purpose vouchers, which are new HDD- 
VASH and Tenant Protection Vouchers. 
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Mr. Quigley #3 


Rental Assistance Demonstration Program Cap 


Question; Chicago has a plan to redevelop and transform housing by converting over 
10,000 units to long-term section 8 contracts through HUD’s innovative Rental Assistance 
Demonstration Program (RAD). Congress set a program cap of 60,000 units for RAD, which 
was reached last year. Chicago’s plan is approved by HUD, but can’t move forward as a result of 
the current cap. 

Can you tell us about your department’s plan to push for raising or eliminating the RAD 

cap? 


Answer: The 2015 Budget proposed eliminating the statutory cap on units that can convert 
under RAD, so that the Chicago Housing Authority, as well as the nearly 300 Public Housing 
Agencies with applications on the waiting list can participate in RAD. 

By its statutory nature, RAD is cost-effective in that it preserves and improves deeply 
affordable properties without increasing the aimual Appropriations HUD needs. When properties 
successfully convert, assisted families benefit from improved housing conditions, the large 
backlog of capital needs in the public housing stock is reduced, and jobs are created in 
communities around the coimtry. Already, in 30 completed conversions, more than $180 million 
in rehabilitation and construction is underway, the vast majority of which was financed by non- 
federal sources. This work would not have been possible without RAD — in the public housing 
program, across some 7,000 properties PHAs are largely limited to the $1 .8 billion that Congress 
provides to the public housing Capital Fund to make repairs, which represents approximately 7 
percent of the estimated backlog of capital needs in the public housing program. 

The current 60,000 unit cap is the biggest barrier to preserving and improving hundreds of 
thousands of additional units at no cost. HUD has seen tremendous demand for RAD. PHAs and 
owners have submitted applications representing 180,000 units, or 15 percent of the nation’s 
public housing stock. Under the existing cap, two-thirds of these properties cannot be served, and 
the cost of this inaction is significant. Conservatively, because HUD cannot process these 
applicants through RAD without Congressional action, $2.7 billion in non-federal capital is 
“sitting on the side-line” unable to improve the conditions of properties, preserve and enhance 
the rights of residents, and create nearly 50,000 jobs. 

RAD has been designed to give properties initial awards (CHAPs) that require that rigorous 
underwriting standards and program requirements be met before a property can convert. It takes 
time - typically about a year - for a PHA to sufficiently engage with residents, assess property 
needs, and arrange financing before a property converts. HUD has made awards up to the 60,000 
unit cap, but cannot make any further awards until the cap is lifted. Some 2,500 units have 
already converted - and with very promising results - and HUD expects more than 1 0,000 more 
units to convert by the end of the year. HUD would appreciate the opportunity to provide the 
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Committee with regular updates on conversions. Nevertheless, because we have designed the 
program so that properties must thoroughly demonstrate long-term viability before they can 
convert, it will take many months before the remaining 60,000 complete conversion. HUD 
believes that the cost of waiting to eliminate the unit cap is too great. 
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Mr. Quigley #4 


Project-Based Rental Assistance 


Question: HUD is proposing reinstituting 12 month contracts for project-based rental 
assistance and ending short funding contracts for property owners. 

Can you talk about HDD’s reasoning behind this policy change and how this change will 
benefit property owners? 

Answer: Over the last two years, budget shortfalls have required HUD to place less than 
12 months of forward funding on many contracts, creating uncertainty among our partners in 
regards to the long-term future of the PBRA program. To get back to sure footing, the 
President's budget proposes to move to a Calendar Year (CY) funding cycle to get to a more 
stable, efficient funding structure. 

This approach is consistent with the Department’s long-standing and successful practice of 
funding Section 8 Tenant- and Project-Based Vouchers on a CY cycle. It conforms to other 
efforts to align best practices in asset management across HDD’s Office of Public and Indian 
Housing and the Office of Multifamily Housing Programs, including implementation of the 
Rental Assistance Demonstration which offers public housing agencies the choice of converting 
Public Housing to either Section 8 Project Based Vouchers or PBRA. 

In addition, the CY proposal further mitigates against the risk of late payments to owners in 
the first quarter of each fiscal year. 
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Mr. Quigley #5 


Project-Based Rental Assistance 


Question: Resetting contracts to a calendar year provides a one-year adjustment period 
where the budget request will be lower than the cost for renewing contracts for 12 months. That 
means in fiscal year 2016, the cost will increase substantially. 

Can you give us an estimate of how much higher you expect fiscal year 2016 needs will be 
given this change? 

Answer: Providing 12 months of funding on PBRA contracts in 2016 would likely require 
an additional $800 million to $1.3 billion above the 2015 request. However, the funding needs 
and policies for PBRA in 2016 have yet to be determined and will be presented in the President’s 
FY 2016 Budget request. 
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Mr. Quigley #6 


Administrative Fee Study 


Question: In fiscal year 2009, Congress directed HUD to undertake a study of the 
administrative costs of running the Tenant Based Section 8 program. 

Mr. Secretary, can you provide us with an update of how the study is progressing and when 
you expect it to be complete? 

Answer: HUD has undertaken a comprehensive time-and-motion study to determine the 
actual cost to administer an effective and efficient Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV) program. 
The purpose of the study is to evaluate high-performing and efficient PHAs and come up with an 
appropriate fee methodology that adequately reflects the costs necessary to administer the HCV 
program. Intensive time measurement and other data collection activities took place at 
approximately 60 high performing PHAs over the course of calendar year 20 1 3 and through 
May, 2014, with a final report due in November 2014. We will schedule briefings for December, 
2014 and release the final report soon thereafter. 



442 


Mr, Quigley #7 


Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS (HOPWA) 


Mr. Secretary, the Administration has expressed an interest in changing the HOPWA 
distribution formula from one based on cumulative HIV/AIDS cases to a more updated formula 
based on current HIV/AIDS cases that reflects today’s needs. The AIDs population in Chicago 
stands to benefit from such an update. 

Question: When can we expect to see details of the Administration’s proposal to update 
the HOPWA formula? 

Answer: The fiscal year 2015 HOPWA eongressional budget request provides a high-level 
summary of the HOPWA legislative proposal to modernize the formula by improving the 
targeting of the ftmding formula. HUD expects the proposal to be submitted to Congress as part 
of the Administration’s “spring legislative package” within the next six weeks. 
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Mr. Quigley #8 


HOPWA 


Question: Can you explain how the new formula will differ from the current, outdated 
calculus and why an update is needed? 

Answer: The proposed formula modernization would align HOPWA with the Ryan White 
Care Act program that uses living cases of HIV to distribute formula funding. The current 
HOPWA formula is based upon cumulative AIDS cases and AIDS incidence that is averaged 
over a three-year reporting period based on AIDS data received from the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC). This data set includes deceased individuals with AIDS and is not 
representative of the majority of Americans living with HTV. Thus, federal resources are not 
targeted precisely to where the current needs exist, specifically in Southern and rural areas with 
large minority populations. 

The proposed formula legislation seeks to promote a more fair and equitable distribution of 
limited federal resources. The President’s National HIV/AIDS Strategy calls on the Department 
to work with Congress to change the formula to living HIV/AIDS cases. In 201 1, HUD solicited 
feedback from its stakeholders on a revised formula for the HOPWA program. Through on-site 
listening sessions, electronic forums, and written comments from the public, the Department 
solicited feedback in crafting the formula legislation. 

The Department’s legislative proposal contains the following provisions: 

• base the funding formula on CDC data on persons living with HIV rather than 
cumulative AIDS cases; 

• incorporate local housing costs (fair market rents) and poverty rates into the 
formula; 

• retain eligibility for all existing HOPWA formula grantees; 

• provide a stop-loss provision that includes a three-year adjustment period providing 
for a grant award loss of no greater than 10 percent or a gain of no greater than 20 
percent based on their previous share; and 

• expand short-term housing assistance to include new short and medium-term 
housing interventions (three months of assistance that can be extended up to 24 
months) as cost-effective options for meeting the diverse stabilization needs of 
vulnerable households, including homeless individuals and families living with 
HIV/AIDS. 
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Mr, Quigley #9 


HOPWA 


Question: In light of the White House’s National HIV/AIDS Strategy and its prioritization 
of housing as an effective intervention for HFV prevention and connection to care, how do you 
respond to advocates’ statements that the demotion of the Olfice of HIV/AIDS Housing is a 
retrenchment of HLID’s commitment to ending the HIV/AIDS epidemic? 

Answer: The proposed organizational structure is not viewed internally as a demotion of 
the HQPWA program or retrenchment of HUD’s commitment to ending the HIV/AIDS 
epidemic. Rather, the alignment of the Office of HIV/AIDS Housing, which administers the 
HOPWA program, into the Office of Special Needs Assistance Programs, would result in a 
separate and distinctive division as part of the Department’s homeless programs portfolio. This 
action is intended to foster closer coordination of our special needs programs, while fostering 
closer program planning and coordination of these resources among local service providers with 
improved service delivery and increased emphasis on serving program beneficiaries. Also, the 
proposed HIV/AIDS Division would maintain the operational responsibilities of the realigned 
Office of HIV/AIDS Housing, serving as the focal point on all aspects of housing and related 
HUD initiatives developed for persons living with HIV/AIDS, and developing and implementing 
programs and policies designed to address the housing and specialized service needs of persons 
living with HIV/AIDS and their families. In particular the division would still serve as HUD’s 
lead on HIV/AIDS housing issues along with assisting the Office of National AIDS Policy and 
other federal leads on the implementation of the National HIV/AIDS Strategy and the HIV Care 
Continuum Initiative. Also, it should be noted that the Department requested in fiscal year 2015 
an additional $2 million investment, from the fiscal year 2014 appropriations, to help sustain 
supportive housing to program beneficiaries. 
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Mr. Quigley #10 


HOPWA 


In hud’s 2014 Strategic Plan, HUD prioritizes housing as a platform for improved health 
outcomes, housing stability, and increased self-sufficiency. The HOPWA program has 
repeatedly demonstrated its effectiveness at increasing housing stability, health outcomes, and 
self-sufficiency among extremely low-income households living with HIV/AIDS. The HOPWA 
program has and continues to fully support HUD’s strategic goals. Even with this documented 
effectiveness, HUD’s support of the program has declined as represented by a plan to demote the 
Office of HIV/AIDS Housing, a failure to adequately staff the Office, including through budget 
requests that fail to meet need. 

Question: As housing needs of individuals living with HIV/AIDS continue to rise, how 
does HUD reconcile the effectiveness of a program against its failure to support the program 
adequately? 

Answer; For fiscal year 2015, HUD requested $332 million — an additional $2 million 
investment from the enacted fiscal year 2014 HOPWA program appropriation - to help sustain 
supportive housing to program beneficiaries. Overall, though, the Department’s fiscal year 2015 
budget request recognizes the difficult challenge of providing adequate resources to continue 
sustaining current program funding levels while making hard management choices to ensure 
sufficient funding levels for all of our programs. All of HUD’s assisted housing portfolio 
increases the effectiveness of the Department’s impact by coordinating available resources to 
leverage program resources to assist communities in addressing the housing and services needs 
of homeless, at risk of homeless, and marginally housed households 
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Mr. Quigley #1 1 


HOPWA 


The Office of HIV/AIDS Housing was formed to provide interagency collaboration to 
ensure the Federal response to HTV/AIDS addressed the critical role of housing to HTV 
prevention, care, and treatment. Since the formation of the Office, national research has further 
demonstrated that housing is an effective and cost-efKcient intervention at preventing HfV/AlDS 
and improving individual health outcomes. 

Question: As HUD is the leading Federal voice on housing issues, how can HUD be the 
leader through the Office of HIV/AIDS Housing in interagency collaboration and partnership 
while the Department retrenches in its role in the fight against HIV/AIDS? 

Answer: The Department remains committed to addressing the housing needs of persons 
living with HIV/AIDS. The proposed HIV/AIDS Housing Division will continue to serve as 
HUD’s lead on HIV/AIDS housing activities, along with assisting the Office of National AIDS 
policy and other federal leads on the implementation of the National HIV/AIDS Strategy and the 
HIV Care Continuum Initiative. In addition, the division will retain program responsibilities and 
mission directives under the statutory authority provided by Congress. This includes efforts to: 

• develop responsive HIV/AIDS policies and related programs; 

• maintain interactive communications and outreach with clients, advocates, housing 
providers and other interested parties; 

• create and maintain effective liaison relationships with other Federal offices and 
programs, including the Office of National AIDS Policy at the White House; 

• provide technical assistance to improve access to agency programs; and 

• evaluate the effectiveness of current programs in addressing HIV/AIDS. 

Also, as we noted in our responses to earlier questions, the Department does not view the 
proposal to realign the HOPWA program office as a demotion or retrenchment from our 
commitment to providing housing resources for persons living with HIV/AIDS. The Department 
requested for fiscal year 2015 a $2 million increased from the fiscal year 2014 enacted 
appropriations as an investment in sustaining supportive housing for HOPWA program 
beneficiaries, and the HOPWA realignment is expected to result in better program planning, 
coordination of resources, and improved service delivery. 
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Mr. Quigley #12 


HOPWA 


Question: Question: Further, the Office of FllV/AlDS Housing was formed to provide 
internal Departmental support and vision to ensure all HUD programs addressed the housing 
needs of persons living with HIV/AIDS. As HUD promotes increased quality of life, what is 
HUD’s vision for ensuring that all of HUD’s programs support and address the housing needs of 
persons living with HlV/AlDS? Is HUD still committed to its role in ensuring that such housing 
needs are addressed? 

Answer: HUD is still committed to ensuring that the housing and supportive service needs 
of low-income persons living with HIV/AIDS are addressed working in close partnership with 
communities and stakeholders. In recent years, the HOPWA program has launched initiatives to 
increase coordination of service delivery at the local level with other HUD funded programs such 
as collaborations with PHAs and the Continuum of Care (CoC) program. For instance, the 
homeless Point-in-Time (PIT) count now requires local communities to enumerate the number of 
homeless persons living with HIV/AIDS in their communities. This action will ensure that HUD 
can more accurately record the number of homeless persons living with HIV/AIDS. 

Commencing in fiscal year 2013, the Department encourages all HOPWA expiring renewal 
competitive grantees to facilitate closer coordination and service delivery planning with their 
local CoCs in identifying and addressing unmet housing needs. In addition, these renewal 
grantees participate in the development and implementation of CoC’s centralized intake system 
to ensure these systems capture the housing and service needs of persons living with HIV/AIDS. 
The ongoing coordination between HUD’s homeless assistance programs and the HQPWA 
program will strengthen as a result of the closer collaborations within the Office of Special 
Needs Assistance Programs. 
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Mr. Quigley #13 


HOPWA 


Healthcare connected to housing is critical to HIV/AIDS care and prevention. Since its 
inception, the HOPWA program has been focused on the critical connection of housing and 
health as HIV/AIDS cannot be separated from healthcare. 

Question: What is the Department’s commitment to this housing and health connection to 
ensure that persons living with HIV/AIDS live healthier, more productive lives? 

Answer: We agree. Healthcare connected to housing is critical. Evidence -based findings 
on HIV and housing demonstrate that housing stabilization can lead to reduced risk behaviors 
and better adherence to HIV treatment, resulting in reduced viral loads. In fact, the HOPWA 
program continues to promote the importance of housing paired with healthcare services for 
people living with HIV/AIDS through the partnerships created under both the National 
HIV/AIDS Strategy and the HIV Care Continuum. It continues to work with the Department of 
Health and Human Services’ Health Resources and Services Administration HIV/AIDS Bureau 
in an effort to align and share data on housing and health outcomes among the Ryan White Care 
Act programs and the HOPWA program. More broadly programmatically, the Department 
recognizes that there is a significant link between housing, health and quality of life, as 
evidenced through HUD’s new Fiscal Year 2014-2018 Strategic Plan. In particular, the role of 
housing and healthcare is identified in Strategic Goal 3: Using Housing as a Platform for 
Improving Quality of life and Strategic Objective 3C: Promote the health and housing stability 
of vulnerable populations. 

The HOPWA program remains committed to its holistic approach to providing housing and 
services and, thus will continue to assist persons who are without stable housing arrangements 
(e.g., persons in emergency shelters or no housing destination, such as a vehicle, an abandon 
building, bus/train/subway station, or anywhere outside) or at risk if homelessness by providing 
permanent or temporary housing assistance, short-term rent, mortgage and utility payments and 
through the operation of housing facilities, which then serve as a base to support program 
recipients in accessing effective and comprehensive care, including HIV care, mental health and 
substance abuse services, and other essential supportive services. 
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Mr. Quigley #14 


HOPWA 


Question: Further, in light of AIDS exceptionalism, what is HUD’s role on educating 
HUD, other federal agencies, and the public that HfV/AIDS housing is a necessary intervention 
to ending the HIV/AIDS epidemic? 

Answer: Like you, the Department agrees, and research supports, that housing is a critical 
component of HfV care and prevention systems. By providing assistance with housing and 
related services, the HOPWA program helps persons living with HIV/AIDS enter into housing, 
access and remain in care, and adhere to complex treatment regimens. Thus, HUD remains 
committed to demonstrating within HUD, to other federal agencies, and the public the 
importance of HfV/AIDS housing and its positive impact of health outcomes. HOPWA, as an 
evidence-based supportive housing program, has informed the work of the Department on the 
use of housing as healthcare for vulnerable populations. 

In particular, HUD staff provides internal training and technical assistance to other 
program offices on HIV/AIDS supportive housing issues. The Department continues to promote 
the importance of HIV/AIDS housing with its other federal partners on interagency 
collaborations that address the goals and objectives of the National HIV/AIDS Strategy and the 
HIV Care Continuum. The Department provided technical assistance to Department of Health 
and Human Services operating divisions on capturing the housing status of clients served in 
HHS-funded programs, enabling HHS and HUD to closely coordinate program resources in 
meeting the needs of those living with HIV. In addition, the OneCPD Resource Exchange 
provides to the public, including program grantees and other federal agencies, access to 
HOPWA-related information and resources, including a webinar on Housing innovations in HIV 
care. 
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Mr. Quigley #15 


HOPWA 


HUD, through its current actions, seems to be backing away from a commitment and 
prioritization of housing connected to healthcare and necessary supportive services. Although 
we agree that other federal housing resources should be made available to meet the housing 
needs of persons living with HIV/AIDS (PLWHA), often mainstream housing resources do not 
come with a connection to healthcare and supportive services. The HOPWA program is the only 
federal program dedicated to this effort. 

Question: In light of the inability of the HOPWA program to meet all the needs and a 
necessity to rely on other federal, state, and local housing resources, what is HUD vision for 
ensuring all the Department’s programs recognize the housing needs of PLWHA and ensure 
cotmection to healthcare and other necessary supportive services? 

Answer: The Department is committed to ensure that its assisted housing programs serve 
as available resources to communities in addressing the housing needs of all low-income 
Americans, including the homeless, veterans, and those living with HIV. These programs also 
provide communities with additional options and resources to leverage local and state HOPWA 
funding to address the housing needs of low-income Americans living with HfV. In addition, 
HUD is committed to foster closer local planning and coordination among Continuum of Care 
homeless service providers and AIDS service organizations to work collaboratively to identify 
local unmet needs and seek to leverage existing funding along with other resources to provide 
supportive housing. More specifically, HOPWA renewal grantees are encouraged to seek closer 
coordination among local homeless providers in collaborating service delivery and many are 
eager to link program design models and resources to address local comprehensive efforts to 
provide supportive housing. It is envisioned that the implementation of the Affordable Care Act, 
particularly in states that have chosen to expand Medicaid, will provide these communities with 
additional resources to provide healthcare options to ensure both housing stability and better 
health outcomes for those living with HfV. 

It is important to emphasize that HUD’s 2014-201 8 Strategic Plan recognizes the 
importance of stable housing on the health outcomes of vulnerable populations, including the 
homeless, veterans, and those living with HIV. In Strategic Objective 3C, the Department will 
employ several strategies to ensure that the housing needs of persons living with HIV/AIDS are 
enhanced. HUD is working to build evidence on effective models for coupling services with 
housing and modifying existing and future programs to reflect best practices. 
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Mr. Quigley # 1 6 


HOPWA 


The National AIDS Housing Coalition (NAHC) estimates that about 50 percent of 
PLWHAs will have a housing crisis in their lifetime. Meaning, over half a million individuals 
living with HI V/AIDS will need some type of housing assistance. 

Question: As the need for housing increases, what is HUD’s long-term strategy to ensure 
that these individuals do not enter into HUD’s homeless system of care? 

Answer: The HOPWA program is a homeless prevention program that ensures that 
vulnerable households living with HIV/AIDS obtain supportive housing to promote their housing 
stability without entering the homeless services system. HOPWA funds are used to provide 
transitional and short-term supportive housing to those who are homeless or at risk of 
homelessness. Within the HOPWA program’s legislative proposal outlined within the fiscal year 
20 1 5 budget request, is a provision that would provide communities with additional flexibility in 
addressing the housing needs of the homeless living with HIV - in the form of short-term 
housing assistance based on successful lessons learned from the Homeless Prevention and Rapid 
Rehousing program. This provision would provide up to three month intervals of housing 
assistance with a maximum assistance of up to 24 months. 

In addition, HIV/AIDS households who are homeless and/or at imminent risk of being 
homeless ean qualify for assistanee under HUD’s homeless programs such as Emergency 
Solution Grants, Rural Housing Stability Assistance, the CoC programs, and other assisted 
housing programs. By eoordinating and leveraging HOPWA funds with homeless programs’ 
funds, it is probable that additional households may be assisted with similar housing assistanee 
and serviees. 
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Mr. Quigley #17 


HOPWA 


HUD Secretary Donovan has stated that the demotion of the Office of HIV/AIDS Housing 
into the Special Needs Assistance Programs office (SNAPS) is due to the “significant overlaps of 
homelessness and HIV”. Estimates show that among homeless individuals, 3-20 percent are 
HIV positive which clearly demonstrates that the majority of persons living with HIV/AIDS are 
not homeless, rather marginally housed. Additionally, HUD resources have been targeted to 
chronically homeless populations, which often exclude PLWHA. 

Question: Considering this small overlap and the targeting of these limited homeless 
dollars, how does combining these two offices enhance housing stability, health outcomes, and 
self-sufficiency for persons living with HIV/AIDS when SNAPS is clearly focused only on 
ending homelessness? 

Answer: Opening Doors: the Federal Strategic Plan to End Homelessness charts a plan 
to not only end homelessness, but to also prevent homelessness. The reorganization of the 
Office of HIV/AIDS Housing into the Offiee of Special Needs Assistance Programs will allow 
closer coordination of housing and services for speeial needs populations. The Department is 
already working closely with the homeless assistance programs by encouraging HOPWA 
competitive grantees to coordinate with their local CoC program on implementing the centralized 
and coordinated intake system required under the Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid 
Transition to Housing Act (HEARTH). These efforts are envisioned to assist homeless persons 
living with HIV/AIDS to be assessed holistically for housing and service needs in order to ensure 
that multiple housing resources will be available to homeless persons living with HIV/AIDS. 

In addition, the proposed reorganization will foster closer internal policy coordination and 
grants management oversight of these program resources while promoting more integrated and 
collective planning and coordination among AIDS service providers and homeless providers 
within local communities. This envisioned synergy of greater coordination will assist local 
communities in thinking more strategically, while leveraging and maximizing these federal 
resources for special needs populations. 

As noted in earlier responses, the Department does not consider the realignment of the 
HOPWA program office as a division within the Office of Special Needs Assistance a demotion. 
The HOPWA program remains committed to its holistic approach to providing housing and 
services and, thus will continue to assist persons who are without stable housing arrangements 
(e.g., persons in emergency shelters or no housing destination, such as a vehicle, an abandon 
building, bus/train/subway station, or anywhere outside) or at risk if homelessness by providing 
permanent or temporary housing assistance, short-term rent, mortgage and utility payments and 
through the operation of housing facilities, which then serve as a base to support program 
recipients in accessing effective and comprehensive care, including HIV care, mental health and 
substance abuse services, and other essential supportive services. 
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Mr. Quigley #18 


Community Development Block Grants 


Mr. Secretary, nowhere are CDBG funds more important than in Chicago. This year’s 
HUD budget request references potential reforms to the CDBG program but gives little in the 
way of details. 

Question: I understand your department is currently preparing a legislative proposal for 
CDBG reform, but what details can you give the Subcommittee now about your plans? 

Answer: The legislative proposal will change the authorizing language to strengthen the 
CDBG program; help grantees target areas of greatest need; enhance programmatic 
accountability; synchronize program cycles with the consolidated plan cycle; reduce the number 
of small grantees; make it easier for grantees to coordinate regionally, both administratively and 
with long term planning. The proposed changes developed from an outreach effort the 
department undertook in 2013 to get feedback from stakeholders on ways to strengthen the 
CDBG program. The Department expects to submit legislative language on these proposals to 
Congress in the near future. 
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Mr. Ryan #1 


Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) 


Question: Given the shrinking CDBG funding levels, should HUD be exploring 
innovative ways to partner with communities redeveloping communities and creating economic 
stability? 

Answer; lire Department is closely engaged with tlie grantee community, and is always 
open to further innovation. Last year, the Department undertook an outreach effort titled 
“Moving CDBG Forward,” which consisted of series of approximately 20 listening sessions as 
well as on-line forums, from June through October 201 3 to provide CDBG stakeholders the 
opportunity to assess the CDBG program, and to recommend improvements. The insights and 
recommendations gathered through this process, as well as HUD’s experience in administering 
the program tmd research conducted by HUD’s Office of Policy Development and Research, 
form the basis for tbe Department’s legislative package that will be forwarded to Congress in 
2014. HUD feels that these reforms will, in a time of shrinking CDBG funding, make the 
program easier to administer and more effective on the ground. 

The legislative package will focus on strengthening the CDBG program’s foundation for 
years to come. These proposals will: 

• help grantees target funding resources to areas of greatest need; 

• enhance program accountability; 

• synchronize criticai program cycles with the consolidated plan cycle; 

• reduce the number of small grantees while providing more options for regional 
coordination, administration and planning by allowing grantees to band together for 
administrative savings and/or overall investment decisions; and 

• preserve the fundamental premise of CDBG, such as local decision making and the 
provision of benefit for low- and moderate-income communities. 

We do not have to look far for examples of innovative ways CDBG creates partnerships for 
economic development. Our grantees often finance major projects with multiple sources of 
private and public funds. We strongly encourage the leveraging of CDBG funds in this manner. 
Recent revisions to State CDBG regulations also embrace regional collaboration by alleviating 
regulatory hurdles to cross-jurisdictional utilization of CDBG funds. 

In recent years, the Department has also fundamentally improved the way it does business by 
providing our partners with the support and assistance necessary to build their capacity to deliver 
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programs that address their community and development needs. Launched in 2010 through the 
Transformation Initiative, HUD’s OneCPD technic^ assistance program helps grantees to 
achieve the highest level of performance and results from grant allocations. Through this 
program, technical assistance providers help communities develop better strategies for finding 
more efficient ways to deploy funding through CDBG and other CPD programs to create 
economic opportunities and revitalize communities. 
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Mr. Ryan #2 


Brownfields Redevelopment 


Question: Is Brownfield redevelopment an economic development opportunity for 
communities and regions? 

Answer: Brownfield redevelopment is a significant economic development opportunity as 
remediation of contaminated sites alleviates risk to public health and safety, and returns these 
properties to productive use. Brownfield redevelopment is an eligible use of CDBG funds, and 
often not the only source of funding for these large projects. Grantees such as the State of Ohio, 
Cuyahoga County, Cuyahoga Falls and Youngstown all specifically list brownfield 
redevelopment or contaminated site cleanup in their Annual Action Plans for CDBG. When 
hud’s competitive Brownfields Economic Development Initiative (BEDI) was funded, the 
Tinker’s Creek Commerce Park in Cuyahoga County was also funded with CDBG Section 108 
and other federal funding in order to create an estimated 500 new full time jobs. Additionally, 
other Federal and State funding programs have been used in conjunction with CDBG. For 
example, the Clean Ohio Brownfields program is a significant economic development program 
for the State, reporting the creation of over nine thousand jobs. 
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Mr. Ryan #3 


CDBG 


Question: Title I of the 1949 Housing Authority Act used to provide a line of federal credit 
to local communities to undertake major redevelopment projects. In the 1970’s, this was replaced 
with the current Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. 

Given the shrinking federal resources available (and specifically CDBG) and the growing 
need for major redevelopment projects across the country, would taking HUD’s existing capacity 
to underwrite Section 1 08 loans and marrying it with the previous authority to provide a line of 
credit to communities make sense as a partnering tool with communities on large market ready 
projects? 

Answer: The Community Development Loan Guarantee Program (Section 108) is the 
successor provision to the urban renewal program authorized under the 1 949 Act. Section 1 08 
is an ideal financing source for community and economic development projects that are either 
too large to carry out with annual CDBG grant allocations or generate revenue that can be used 
to repay the guaranteed loan, or both. The Administration is seeking to increase the in loan 
guarantee funding for the program to $500 million in FY 2015 and, consistent with FY 2014 
appropriations language, moving the program toward a fee basis. With the increase of loan 
guarantee authority, HUD will be able to fund even more projects in communities across the 
country, HUD believes that the Section 108 program adequately serves community’s needs and 
currently does not see any advantages to reviving the old federal credit line provided under the 
urban renewal program. 

Communities across the country currently turn to the Section 1 08 loan guarantee as a 
source of funds for these crucial projects. The Section 108 program’s ability to marshal 
significant resources facilitates targeted and effective investment by communities in housing and 
community and economic development projects. Not only can a grantee carry out a larger 
program with the Section 108 financing than it would otherwise, but it can more efficiently use 
the grant funds it receives. This efficiency is achieved by financing revenue generating activities 
(e.g., economic development) with a guaranteed loan and applying the future revenue to 
repayment of the debt. The program creates jobs and increases the local tax base. Grant funds 
can then be redeployed to non-revenue generating activities, thereby enabling communities to 
address their housing and community/economic development needs. 
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Mr. Ryan #4 


Section 108 


Question: Given that HUD has a very successful underwriting system in place with the 
Section 108 program and there has never been a default, how would you build on this process to 
make large market ready projects more accessible for communities? 

Answer: One of the challenges in using Section 108 financing for such projects is to 
balance the timing of the need for the financing and the time required to make the financing 
available. HUD intends to streamline its review process for Section 108 applications to decrease 
the time elapsing between receipt of an application and a final decision. Second, HUD will step 
up its technical assistance to help communities understand the application requirements and to 
screen projects to ensure that they will meet Section 1 08 underwriting requirements. 
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Mr. Ryan #5 


TBRA 


Question: HUD has set a goal of restoring all regular Tenant Based Rental Assistance 
(TBRA) vouchers, approximately 40,000, lost due to sequestration, however many have 
concerns that the $18 billion requested will not restore all vouchers lost. Also, HUD apparently 
is counting Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing (VASH) vouchers towards that goal, in spite of 
the fact that Congress has appropriated these vouchers for a separate purpose in recent years. Can 
you explain this and address what Congress and HUD can do to help achieve this goal? 

Answer: The fiscal year 2015 budget request addresses the loss of funding and units as a 
result of sequestration by fully funding the 2014 renewal need. This will ensure uninterrupted 
assistance to families with units under lease during calendar year 2014, including units that were 
supported through the use of approximately $600 million from PHA reserves in 2013 to diminish 
the impact of the sequestration cuts on their programs. By fully funding the 2014 renewal need, 
including the renewal of new vouchers coming on line in calendar year 2014, the fiscal year 
2015 Budget request (including special purpose vouchers) will allow HUD to meet the level of 
pre-sequestration voucher leasing and to sustain that level through 2015. 

With regard to HUD-VASH vouchers, the Appropriations Act does not provide a separate 
line item for the renewal of HUD-VASH vouchers. It only provides separate funding for new 
increments. Therefore, HUD believes it is appropriate to consider the renewal of HUD-VASH 
vouchers requested and appropriated in fiscal year 2014 as part of renewal target for 2015. 
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Mr. Ryan #6 


Performance Based Contract Administration (PBCA) program 


You have suggested to the committee that if given latitude in the procurement process, you 
would save $100 million. According to announcements to the press by then-acting assistant 
secretary for HUD’s Office of Housing, Carol Galante, that figure represents the savings to 
the American taxpayers had you upheld the awards originally made by your Department in 
2011. Can you explain how it came to be that the Department suffered the loss of that 
savings, as well as went through protracted litigation? Was this a result of your 
mishandling of the procurement and contract award? 


Answer: As Commissioner Galante stated in 201 1, had the Department been allowed to 
enter in the Annual Contribution Contracts (ACCs) proposed in the 201 1 competition, or the 
ACCs proposed in the 2012 competition, the Department would have saved approximately $100 
million as compared to the actual cost of those ACC contracts. To the extent that it has so far 
been unable to enter into those new ACCs because of the litigation it has faced, the Department 
has not yet been able to realize those savings. 

A full and open procurement competition, by definition, will not enable HUD to give 
preference to public partners or to take into account sufficiently the importance of state and local 
partners, who serve a public mission which includes protecting and preserving affordable 
housing. By implementing the Project Based Rental Assistance program through a competitive 
cooperative agreement rather than a procurement contract as proposed in the President’s budget, 
HUD would be able to realize efficiencies in program administration and cost savings with the 
added benefit of more nimbly instituting programmatic changes and adjusting administrative 
fees. Procurement contracts are highly regulated contracts with strict, often inflexible, required 
provisions. A procurement process would greatly lengthen the process, make it more complex, 
and likely lead to situations where we have no public involvement in the oversight of these 
contracts and the properties they support. Grants and cooperative agreements are subject to 
broad competition, just not the exact and complex set of procurement regulations and policies. 
ACCs do not need to be awarded through procurement in order to ensure competition. 

HUD maintains that it has implemented the program in accordance with its statutory 
authority that has required it to use .state PHAs as partners in the program implementation. We 
are urging Congress to maintain the flexibility of the PBRA program and clarify that the ACCs 
are cooperative agreements, subject to vigorous competition. 
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California 


The Honorable Tom Latham 
Chair 

US House Appropriations Subcommittee 
Transportation, Housing and Urban Development 
Washington, DC 20515 

The Honorable Ed Pastor 
Ranking Member 

US House Appropriations Subcommittee 
Transportation, Housing and Urban Development 
Washington, DC 2051 5 


Dear Representatives Latham and Pastor: 

It is my pleasure to submit outside witness testimony on behalf of the 22 members of the States 
for Passenger Rail Coalition, Inc. {S4PRC). Approximately half of all intercity rail passengers 
traveling on Amtrak do so on state-supported routes. Further, states are vital investors in the 
operation, maintenance and development of the Northeast Corridor (NEC). The S4PRC would 
like to thank you both for your years of service in the Congress and especially as part of the 
Appropriations Committee. In this difficult economic climate, you and your members have been 
challenged to make very difficult choices. We appreciate the Subcommittee’s willingness to 
consider our recommendations, and, with that in mind, offer the following: 

We strongly endorse the safety and planning recommendations found in the President’s FY 
2015 budget proposals. Recent tragic events clearly demonstrate the need for enhanced 
investments in developing a renewed rail safety culture. As part of this effort, we recommend 
the President’s proposed $425 million funding level for the Positive Train Control (PTC) 
program. States have been pro-active in this vital area; and the funds are necessary to 
accelerate this critical effort. As an example, in Missouri and Illinois there is an estimated $60 
million dollar implementation cost in the Nation’s second and third largest rail hubs, Kansas 
City and St. Louis Terminals respectively. These Class III railroads are required to implement 
PTC if they have passenger rail movements. These two systems would have a total of 
approximately $5 to $10 million in annual maintenance costs. The current passenger rail 
service in Missouri costs an estimated $9.6 million annually, for scale. 

We thank the Committee for repurposing funds for planning in the FY 2014 Omnibus and ask 
that language again be included for a $225 million overall investment in a high-performance, 
state-supported intercity passenger rail program with 10 percent directed for planning 
purposes. This would be a great help to individual states, and multi-state corridors that continue 
to assiduously prepare and update service development plans for reliable intercity passenger 
rail services. 
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The Passenger Rail Improvement and Investment Act (PRIIA) of 2008 has had a powerful impact on states 
as we make every effort to support safe and efficient service. Specifically, Section 305, which called for 
the establishment of the Next Generation Corridor Equipment Pool Committee (NGEC), “...to design, 
develop specifications for, and procure standardized next-generation corridor equipment." Since its 
inception in January of 2010, the NGEC has developed five specificatjons for next generation passenger 
rail equipment, and has initiated two ground-breaking multi-state procurements. By providing pubiiciy 
available standardized specifications, the NGEC has created a common platform from which multiple states 
can procure rail equipment from American manufacturers. The standardized specifications make it possible 
to buy equipment more quickly, at a significantly lower cost, and with lower future costs relating to 
maintenance, rebuilding, and the purchase of additional equipment. 

NGEC-developed specifications, available to ail competitors In the rail equipment marketplace, will mean 
that equipment procured will expand employment opportunities in the U.S. domestic production, 
supply, and manufacturing industries. 

The federal investment in the NGEC has leveraged significant in-kInd investments by the states in 
partnership with the private sector. Therefore, we recommend that this highly successful effort receive $1 
million to continue to build on the foundation it has established. The initial $4 million investment in the NGEC 
created an estimated 36% savings (nearly $200 million) In the historic multi-state bi-level passenger rail car 
procurement. 

PRIIA Sections 209 and 212 both directed the states to w<xk with Amtrak to achieve new cost allocation 
regimes. Progress continues on these complex efforts. The challenges are especially daunting for states 
at the geographic ends of multi-state corridors. We urge Congress to continue to support the orderly 
progression toward achieving these requirements. 

Finally, the Rail Line Relocation Program, though modest in size, has assisted rural communities in meeting 
safety and operational challenges. We recommend an investment of $25 million in FY 201 5. 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide you with our comments, and for your continued support. 



Patricia Quinn 

Chair, States for Passenger Rail Coalition. Inc. 

Executive Director, Northern New England Passenger Rail Authority 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for this opportunity to submit testimony on behalf 
of Easter Seals. My testimony today focuses on mobility of people with disabilities and older adults and Easter 
Seals partnership with the Federal Transit Administration through Project ACTION and the National Center on 
Senior Transportation. 

About Project ACTION: 

People with disabilities rely on public transportation to travel to work and to access services, supports and 
entertainment in their communities. Congress recognized the need to improve access to public transportation for 
people with disabilities and established a national technical assistance center called Project ACTION to partner 
with transportation providers, the disability community and others to achieve that goal. Congress recently 
reauthorized Project ACTION through the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21). Project 
ACTION is funded by the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Federal Transit Administration (FTA). Easter 
Seals, Inc. won the competitive bid to manage Project ACTION for FTA. 

Project ACTION is the preeminent resource in the country for helping increase the mobility of people with 
disabilities. The project does an exemplary job of gathering and sharing best practices; providing technical 
assistance and training; facilitating strategic partnerships and community engagement to support the 
development and coordination of transportation options; developing and disseminating information, including 
the use of web-based and social media vehicles; and administering demonstration grants. 

Because the project is administered under cooperative agreements with the Department of Transportation, there 
is an annual defined work plan with specific goals and deliverables that are regularly reviewed and reported to 
the Department of Transportation. Every year Project ACTION is assessed on multiple factors including; 

• Driving systems change to expand accessible transportation at the community level; 

• Leveraging other programs, partnerships, and coalitions to further knowledge regarding accessible 
transportation; 

• Creating and deploying training initiative to expand and disseminate knowledge regarding legislation 
and regulations in the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and other laws associated with accessible 
transportation; and, 

• Serving as a resource to provide expertise and targeted assistance to governmental and nongovernmental 
agencies in accessible transportation and associated areas. 

Last year project staff supported 32 communities in intensive systems-change transportation planning activities, 
fielded 6,782 information and referral requests and provided direct training to 3,457 transit professionals and 
people with disabilities. 

Project ACTION’S accomplishments include: 

• Providing direct technical assistance to transit providers, people with disabilities and others through in- 
person, phone, online and other consultation; 

• Creating and delivering direct training on critical mobility issues affecting people with disabilities, transit 
providers and community planners; 

• Working with communities to help them plan and implement strategies to increase mobility; 
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• Creating hundreds of useful guides, resources, tools and other resources on critical issues affecting mobility 
for people with disabilities and older adults that are available to transit providers, people with disabilities 
service providers and the general public for free; and, 

• Creating a strong collaborative environment between the disability and transit community. 

About the National Center on Senior Transportation: 

Older adults have some very unique needs when attempting to access, sometimes for the first time, public 
transportation to travel to work and to access services, supports and entertainment in their communities. 

Congress recognized the need to improve access to public transportation specifically for older adults and 
established the National Center on Senior Transportation (NCST) in 2005 as part of the Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). Congress reauthorized the 
program in 2012 as part of the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21). 

With funding from the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, NCST was launched 
in 2006 and has been administered by Easter Seals, Inc. in partnership with the National Association of Area 
Agencies on Aging (n4a). In April 2012, the Federal Transit Administration once again selected Easter Seals, 

Inc. and n4a to continue this important effort. From the Center’s inception, experts in senior transportation and 
aging services have worked closely with the Center staff to provide expert advice and guidance on ways to 
achieve NCST’s goals. 

The National Center on Senior Transportation’s mission is to increase transportation options for older adults and 
enhance their ability to live more independently within their communities throughout the United States. NCST 
achieves this mission by gathering and sharing test practices, providing technical assistance and training, 
facilitating strategic partnerships and community engagement to support the development and coordination of 
senior transportation options, developing and disseminating information, and administering demonstration 
grants. 

Because the project is administered under cooperative agreements with the Department of Transportation, there 
is an annual defined work plan with specific goals and deliverables that are regularly reviewed and reported to 
the Department of Transportation. Every year the National Center on Senior Transportation is assessed on 
multiple factors including: 

• Providing technical assistance and training to providers of transportation services for older adults; 

• Conducting strategic development in partnerships and community involvement in human services 
transportation coordination; 

• Administering and managing demonstration grants and applied research; and, 

• Carrying out program management and administration. 

Last year the NCST provided information and referral to 1 8,652 transit professionals and older adults and 
facilitated an online community of 41 1 people creating solutions and sharing information on the issue of 
diversity and senior transportation. 

The Center has a strong commitment to promoting innovations at the community level and has provided funding 
and technical assistance to support a number of specific projects across the U.S. Working with individual 
communities, the NCST identifies effective and creative approaches for addressing the challenges that impact 
transportation services for older Americans. The NCST strives to bring together the aging, human service, and 
transportation providers to create solutions. Our work supports the full “family” of older adult transportation 
services, including programs using volunteers both as drivers and to accompany older adults to their 
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destinations, travel training and orientation promoting increased use of public transit, older driver safety, 
education for caregivers, coordinated planning efforts and much more. 

Easter Seals Appropriations Priorities: 

Easter Seals urges Congress to continue prioritizing programs that support mobility for people with disabilities 
and older adults. Our nation must continue to address accessible transportation options as baby boomers age 
and transportation technology advances. To this end, we request that the Federal Transit Administration 
Technical Assistance and Standards Development program be funded at the authorized level of $7 million and 
include the following report language in the fiscal year 2015 transportation appropriations bill. 

“Of the amount provided for Technical Assistance and Standards Development, no less than $3 million 
will be available for technical assistance and training to increase mobility for people with disabilities, no 
less than $1 million will be available for technical assistance and training to increase mobility for older 
adults.” 


Thank you for your consideration. 
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Outside Witness Testimony of Kris Cook, CAE 

Executive Director, National Affordable Housing Management Association 
House Appropriations Committee 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development and Related 
Agencies 

FY 2015 Budget, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Thank you, Chairman Latham and Ranking Member Pastor for the opportunity to submit this 
testimony on behalf of the National Affordable Housing Management Association (NAHMA). 
My testimony concerns the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
budget request for FY 201 5. 1 will primarily focus on the importance of providing full-funding 
at the level of $1 1 .9 billion for the 1 2-month contract terms under Project-Based Section 8. 1 
will also request the Subcommittee’s support for other key HUD rental assistance programs. 
Specifically, I will urge the Subcommittee to support $1 8.457 billion for the Housing Choice 
Voucher program contract renewals. For the programs Section 202 Housing for the Elderiy 
and Section 81 1 Housing for the Disabled, please provide at least $440 million and $160 
million respectively. I will urge the Subcommittee to provide $30 billion in commitment 
authority for the FHA General and Special Risk Insurance Fund. HOME should receive $1 .6 
billion, and the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) should receive at least $3.03 
billion. Finally, I will express NAHMA’s strong support for funding HUD’s Limited English 
Proficiency Initiative (LEP!) technical assistance program and expanding the Rental 
Assistance Demonstration Program. 


NAHMA strongly urges the Subcommittee to reject cuts to affordable multifamily housing 
programs administered by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). In 
FY 201 5, NAHMA strongly urges the Subcommittee to provide the necessary appropriations 
to ensure that all of HUD’s rental assistance programs receive full-funding for their 12-month 
contact terms. 


About NAHMA 


NAHMA members manage and provide quality affordable housing to more than two million 
Americans with very low to moderate incomes. Presidents and executives of property 
management companies, owners of affordable rental housing, public agencies and national 
organizations involved in affordable housing, and providers of supplies and services to the 
affordable housing industry make up the membership of NAHMA. In addition, NAHMA 
serves as the national voice in Washington for 19 regional, state and local affordable 
housing management associations (AHMAs ) nationwide. 


1 
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Project-Based Section 8 

In the Project-Based Section 8 Program (PBS8), HUD contracts with private apartment 
owners to pay the difference between the rent for the unit and 30 percent of a qualified 
tenant’s income. The rental subsidy in the PBS8 program is tied to the property. This 
program provides housing to more than 1.2 million low-income households, over half of 
which are elderly or disabled. According to HUD, the program supports 100,000 jobs, and 
PBS8 properties generate $460 million in tax receipts to local and state governments. 

For PBS8, HUD requested a total of $9.75 billion, an amount that is $170 million below the 
FY 2014 enacted level. Of this sum, $9.54 billion would be used for contract renewals. The 
request also includes $400 million in advanced appropriations. 

In FY 2014, knowing that the funding level would result in partially funded contracts. 
Congress provided $9.65 billion for PBS8 contract renewals. With this in mind, NAHMA is 
alarmed that the Department is asking for even less for FY 15. The slated $9.54 billion for 
FY 201 5 PBS8 renewals is insufficient to obligate full-funding for the 1 2-month contract 
terms. HUD has stated that the reason for its lower request in FY 2015 is due to the 
Department’s desire to sh'rft the funding cycle for contract renewals to a “calendar year” 
schedule running from January 1 - December 31 , rather than the current fiscal year funding 
cycle, wrhich runs from October 1 - September 30. HUD argues that this proposal will 
minimize funding disruptions under continuing resolutions, provide the “true cost” of the 
program at the beginning of the appropriations process, and lead to consistent 1 2 month 
funding for PBS8 contracts in FY 2016 and beyond. The Agency also cites the Housing 
Choice Voucher Program as a model for using a calendar year payment cycle. 

NAHMA strongly opposes the proposed cut to project-based Section 8, and we do not 
support moving the renewal cycle to a calendar year. NAHMA’s position on funding for 
PBS8 contract renewals remains clear and unequivocal; 

• The Federal Government must honor its contracts with property owners; 

• PBS8 contracts must receive full funding for their 12 month ternis; and 

• PBS8 contracts must have 1 2 months of funding obligated upfront at the time of 
renewal. 

HUD’s request does not meet these criteria. 

NAHMA is skeptical about HUD’s estimates for renewals. In FY 2014, senior HUD 
officials informed industry stakeholders that $11.5 billion would be necessary to obligate 
upfront funding for 12-month PBS8 contracts at the time of renewal and to recover the 
funding lost from sequestration. It is our understanding that the cost to fully fund the 12- 
month terms of all contracts expiring in FY 2015 is $11.9 billion, yet HUD has requested 
only $9.54 billion. Secretary Donovan has said $10.8 billion will be necessary in FY 
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2016 to fund contracts for 12 months under the calendar year model. As the 
Subcommittee knows, sequestration may return in FY 2016 unless Congress delays, 
replaces or repeals it. Full funding for PBS8 contracts is essential, but HUD's proposal 
simply leaves too much to chance by pushing costs into FY 2016, The proposal also 
provides no guarantee that contracts will actually receive the full 12 months of funding in 
the future. 

HUD is basically proposing to divorce the contract anniversary date (which will still fall 
during any of the 1 2 months in the calendar year for the 1 7,400 existing contracts) from 
the contract funding date (which HUD proposes as a single day on January 1). NAHMA 
is concerned this proposal amounts to a budget-gimmick that will not save the 
government any money. The necessary funding will still fall over two different fiscal 
years, as it does now when HUD "short funds” contracts (from the anniversary date to 
the end of the federal fiscal year). This proposal, however, leaves HUD absolutely no 
room for contingencies if Congress does not provide the necessary funding for 12 
months of renewals in future fiscal years. Without full funding for renewals in later fiscal 
years, HUD would either have to prorate funding or stop making contract payments. 

There are very real consequences to underfunding PBS8 renewals. Specifically, 
insufficient contract funding: 

• Places taxpayers at risk of draws on FHA insurance if a property defaults on its FHA 
mortgage; 

• Jeopardizes the efficient management, financial solvency, and physical health of PBS8 
properties; 

• Jeopardizes investor and owner confidence in the PBS8 program; 

• Increases operating costs because properties accumulate numerous late fees to lenders 
and service providers as a result of having insufficient funds to make mortgage and utility 
bill payments; and 

• Leads to postponed or cancelled rehabilitation and renovation plans. 

For these reasons, NAHMA strongly urges the Subcommittee to provide $11.9 billion in FY 
2015 for full funding of the 12-month contract terms of Project-Based Section 8 contracts. 

Other Critical HUD Multifamilv Housing Programs 

In addition to Project-Based Section 8, NAHMA is concerned about funding levels for the 
following programs: 

• NAHMA urges the Subcommittee to provide $18,457 billion for contract renewals in the 
Housing Choice Voucher Program (HCV, or tenant-based Section 8). HUD requested only 
$18.01 billion for HCV contract renewals. According to the National Association of Housing 
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and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO) and the Public Housing Authorities Directors 
Association (PHADA), $18,457 billion will ensure the renewal of assistance for all voucher- 
assisted low-income households served in 2014 and also restore leasing of 42,000 
vouchers that were lost in 2013. 

• For Section 202 Housing for the Elderly, NAHMA requests at least $440 million. HUD’s 
request for this program also includes $350 million for the renewal and amendments of 
Project Rental Assistance Contracts (PRACs), and $70 million for the Service Coordinator 
program. Also requested is $20 million for Elderly Project Rental Assistance (PFtA) that will 
be used to support the funding of new affordable housing with services models for very 
low-income elderly to age in place. Ideally, NAHMA would also like to see funding for new 
construction of senior apartments restored. 

• The General and Special Risk Insurance Fund programs provide mortgage insurance for 
financing the development or rehabilitation of multifamily housing, nursing homes and 
hospitals. NAHMA supports HUD's request of $30 billion in commitment authority. 

• The HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME) program is the largest federal block grant to 
state and local governments designed exclusively to produce affordable housing for low- 
income families. Both HOME and CDBG provide essential gap financing for development 
of Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) properties. NAHMA requests that the 
Subcommittee restore funding for this program to the FY 1 1 level of $1 .6 billion. 

• NAHMA supports HUD’s proposal to expand preservation options under the Rental 
Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program by offering properties with Section 8 Moderate 
Rehabilitation (Mod Rehab), Rental Assistance Payment (RAP) and Rent Supplement 
(Rent Supp) contracts an option to convert to project-based section 8 contracts. Currently, 
such owners are able to convert the tenant protection voucher assistance that is triggered 
at contract expiration or termination to Project Based Voucher (PBV) assistance. 

• NAHMA supports HUD’s request of $300,000 for the Limited English Proficiency Initiative 
(LEPI). NAHMA applauds HUD’s work in translating many of its official documents into 
foreign languages spoken by many assisted residents. This small amount of funding has 
helped relieve property owners of an obiigation to provide translation services that could 
have diverted funds from repairs and maintenance of the properties. 

Conclusion 


Thank you again for the opportunity to submit this testimony. I look forward to working with 
the Subcommittee to ensure essential HUD rental assistance programs are fully funded and 
properly administered. 
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Written Testimony of Timothy G Kaiser 
Executive Director 

Public Housing Authorities Directors Association 
Submitted to the House Subcommittee on 
Transportation, Housing and Urban Development 
April 11, 2014 

The 1,900 housing authorities that belong to the Public Housing Authorities Directors 
Association (PHADA) appreciate the opportunity to provide testimony to the 
Subcommittee about FY 2015 THUD Appropriations. As you know, housing authorities 
work in dose partnership with the federal government to serve some of America's 
neediest households with safe and decent rental apartments and housing vouchers in 
more than 3,000 communities. This successful decades-old partnership has 
complimentary roles — local communities provide physical housing assets, professional 
housing management staff and voluntary governing boards of commissioners. The 
federal government role is to provide housing subsidies and to oversee the expenditure 
of those funds. 

This partnership has suffered tremendously in recent years, however, as the federal 
government walked away from its funding obligation to vulnerable public housing 
residents — elderly, disabled and single-parent families. This failure to pay as agreed 
(per the funding formula arrived at through negotiated rulemaking [2004] after the 
landmark Harvard Cost Study) results in damaging funding shortfalls, deteriorating 
housing, an ever-growing and costly regulatory regime, struggling agencies and a 
diminished quality of life for residents. Congress needs to restore full funding to 
essential HUD programs for FY 2015; 



tuning Hmu America 


FY2015 THUD Budget Request for Public Housing Programs 


Request/Need 

White House Budget 

PH Operating Fund 

$5,315 B 

$4.60 B 

PH Capital Fund 

$5.00 B 

$2.00 B 

HCV Vouchers 

$18,457 B 

$18,007 B 

HCV Administrative Fee 

$2,134 B 

$1,705 B 

CNI 

$120 million 

$120 million 
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The funding situation has been made more painful by a Department that too often 
overreaches its oversight boundaries. HUD'S tendency to micromanage housing 
agencies from Washington causes redundant and unnecessary one-size-fits-all rules to 
significantly add to the cost of operating housing programs for low-income households. 

Those affected by too-low funding 

Every day housing authorities deliver decent, affordable housing to meet the needs of 
families in their local communities. They do so with the help of two HUD rental 
assistance programs - Public Housing and Housing Choice Vouchers. Using these 
programs, housing authorities are able to effectively serve the housing needs of sizeable 
special-needs populations including more than 754,000 elderly households and more 
than 716,000 non-elderly disabled households. The remaining households are primarily 
family households that include more than 1,736,000 children under the age of 18. Nearly 
4 out of every 5 (78%) of voucher holders have household incomes ($13,033 average) 
measured as "extremely low-income." Approximately 3 of every 4 (73%) public housing 
have incomes ($13,853 average) in that range. 


Vulnerable populations affected by too-low funding - elderly and 
disabled households and children 

(rounded numbers) 

In public housing: 

With housing vouchers: 

329,000 elderly households 

425,000 elderly households 

—Including 46,000 elderly over age 83 

-Including 54,000 elderly over age 83 

206,000 disabled households 

510,000 disabled households 

801,000 children 

935,000 children 

-Including 511,000 school-age children 

—Including 420,000 school-age children 


Public Housing Operating Fund 

The FY2015 HUD budget proposes $4.6 billion for the Operating Fund which is a small 
increase of $200 million over the FY2014 enacted level. According to HUD this funding 
level would mean a proration of 87% — thus making FY2015 the eighth funding 
proration in the last ten years. Housing agencies actually need $5,134 billion to 
adequately operate their housing inventories. Too-low operating funds affect the 
amount of staff available to maneige and maintain public housing and to assure a decent 
quality of life for residents. 
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Public Housing Capital Fund 

Proposed FY2015 spending for the Capital Fund is just $1,925 billion - an amount that is 
approximately half of the annual accrual of public housing capital needs. This funding 
level is also the same level of capital funding available to agencies 20 years ago. The 
existing $26 billion Capital Fund backlog which is essentially a $26 billion I.O.U. to 
public housing residents will continue to grow unabated. The backlog puts critically- 
needed public housing units at risk of further deterioration and loss from the inventory. 

Voucher Renewals & HCV Administrative Fee 

Voucher renewals are proposed to receive $18,007 billion, a $712 million increase over 
the FY2014 enacted level. This level of funding assumes that vouchers lost to 
sequestration funding cuts will be restored. Full implementation of existing vouchers 
relies exclusively on an adequately funded Administrative Fee. The Administrative Fee 
pays the direct costs of issuing vouchers — for skilled professionals to perform a 
complex series of closely-timed and labor-intensive tasks. 

The Administration's proposed funding level for fees is $1,705 billion, up $205 million 
from FY2014. HUD estimates that this will result in an 83.4% funding proration. While 
the funding is somewhat improved, it is still woefully short of adequate funding to 
operate the program. In the last decade, more than 270 agencies have had to quit 
operating their housing voucher programs largely because the low funding levels made 
the programs no longer financially viable. Other agencies have had to decline 
allocations of special needs vouchers like VASH because of the limited funding. To 
avoid further losses to this community resource, PHADA urges fungibility of the 
Housing Assistance Payment (HAP) that would allow a small amount of HAP to be 
used by housing authorities to supplement the Administrative Fee until it is again 
adequately funded. 

General Provisions 
Tiered salary cap 

The Administration's budget encourages the federal government to meddle in the role 
and responsibilities of boards of commissioners at every housing authority in the 
country by establishing a new, arbitrary and inappropriate salary limit based on 
compensation paid to federal employees. This heavy-handed effort to override local 
board actions around the hiring, firing and compensation of executive staff is serious 
overreach and a "solution in search of a problem." According to HUD's own recent data 
collection on compensation, more than 96% of housing chief executives pay (3,101 out of 
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3,218 agency heads) is paid at or below the existing salary cap. PHADA believes little 
will be gained by establishing yet another salary cap that creates additional complexity 
and paperwork for housing authority boards. 

RAD 


PHADA supports the Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) and an increase in the 
current 60,000 unit cap with the understanding that converted properties receive the 
same funding they would receive had they remained in the public housing program. 
The increase in the size of the demonstration will hopefully be within the HUD's staff 
capacity to convert properties in a timely manner. 

PHADA continues to have concerns about RAD as the only preservation tool available 
to public housing agencies. RAD seems to be viewed by the Administration as a 
panacea for public housing capital problems, but the small unfunded demonstration 
will not likely leverage away the $26 billion capital backlog that continues to plague 
public housing properties. Other preservation tools and steps that would allow HAs to 
generate revenues and retain savings will continue to be needed. Specifically, 

Congress should include: 1) a significant expansion of the Moving to Work program; 2) 
enactment of SHARP streamlining for the small HAs: 3) tools that allow HAs to 
generate and retain savings created by operating efficiencies including increases in the 
minimum rent (with hardship exceptions). HAs also need more and better options to 
raise capital. The proposed Housing Trust Fund presents one such possibility that we 
urge HUD and Congress to support. 

PHADA appreciates the opportunity to submit testimony to the Subcommittee on key 
issues raised by the Administration's FY2015 HUD Budget. We look to Appropriators to 
restore a more balanced partnership between local housing authorities and the federal 
government so that limited federal dollars are expended efficiently to provide safe 
decent and affordable housing for the nation's lowest income elderly, disabled and 
family households. PHADA and its industry partners have repeatedly promoted a 
number of proposals to the Department that either create cost savings or generate 
additional revenue for cash-strapped housing assistance programs. A list of these 
proposals can be found at 

f http://w ww.phada.org/pdf/lndustrvBudgetCrisi.sProposal.pd fk Further explanation of 
some of these proposals can be found at 

f http://www.phada.org/pdf/PreservingPublicHousingBooklet.pdf l. 
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statement of the Institute of Makers of Explosives 
Submitted by 
Cynthia Hilton 
Executive Vice President 
chilton^ime.ora 

For the Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development and Related Agencies 
U.S. House of Representatives 

FY 2015 Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) Budget Request 
Interest of IME 

IME is the safety and security association of the commercial explosives industry. Commercial 
explosives are essential to energy production, construction, demolition, and the manufacture of 
metal/mineral products. Explosives are transported and used in every state. The ability to 
transport and distribute these products safely and securely is critical to this industry. At some 
point, virtually all explosives are transported by truck. Among these explosives are products 
classed as Division 1.1, 1.2, 1.3 and 1.5 materials, which with other select hazardous materials, may 
only be transported by motor carriers holding a "hazardous materials safety permit" (HMSP) issued 
by FMCSA. According to program data, carriers of explosives make up the largest segment, roughly 
half, of the universe of HMSP holders. 

Our industry has maintained an exceptional safety record for decades. According to the Hazardous 
Materials Information System, no deaths have been attributed to commercial explosives since the 
Department of Transportation began collecting data in the 1970s. Despite the safety record of our 
industry, we have members who struggle when it comes to maintaining their HMSP qualification. 

Implementation Issues 

Since the HMSP program's inception in 2005, we have urged FMCSA, in meetings, letters, and 
petitions, to reiook at this program and make needed reforms. Over these nine years, the 
HMSP program has been plagued by administrative missteps including double counting out-of- 
service (OOS) inspections and thousands of erroneous denials of applications. The crux of 
program's deficiencies can be laid on the requirement that the permit holder maintain OOS 
thresholds in the top 30 percent of the national average.'^ In 2012, FMCSA provided "interim" 
relief by "fixing" the OOS disqualification rates. Prior to the "fix", disqualification rates were 
recalculated every two years, thereby exposing carriers to the risk of losing their permits simply 
because they were being judged against a different universe of carriers at a particular point in 
time. Despite this reform, reliance on OOS rates to determine fitness is inherently unfair. 

Selection criteria for roadside inspections is not random (nor should it be given limited 


^ The preamble and the regulatory text set forth in the 2003 proposal, as well as the preamble to the HMSP final 
rule, describe the agency's intent to issue HMSPs to motor carriers with a "satisfactory" safety rating. Those 
without a satisfactory safety rating would be eligible for a temporary HMSP if they had a crash rate in the top 30 
percent of the national average, or a driver, vehicle, hazardous materials, or total OOS rate in the top 30 percent of 
the national average. The text of the final rule, however, required alt carriers to perform to the OOS standards, 
irrespective of their safety rating. 
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resources), which is to say that carriers do not have equal opportunity to amass "clean" 
inspections. Not all OOS violations are crash-causal, and some are inherently biased by 
personal Judgment. Further, the methodology used to determine "significant" inspection data 
lacks statistical confidence. We do not object to a public policy requiring that motor carriers 
transporting hazmats be held to higher safety standards. However, we do object to the bias 
and uncertainty that the current HMSP program breeds, especially when the program has 
shown no nexus to safety enhancement 

Safety Benefits of the HMSP Unproven 

FMCSA estimated that implementing the HMSP program would prevent seven hazmat truck- 
related crashes per year. The agency stated that the safety benefits derived from the projected 
crash reductions would be "large because of the number of conventional crashes that may be 
prevented." This has not proved to be the case. The data generated after the nine years of the 
HMSP and during the nine years immediately preceding the implementation of the HMSP 
shows that HMSP holders are historically among the safest carriers on the road and that the 
program has had tittle Impact on safety: 


HMSP 

Material 

1996-2004 

2005-2013 

Ail Hazmat Highway Incidents 

1996-2004 



Fatalities 


Fatalities 


Fatalities 



Explosives 
{25 kg. 1.1. 

1.2, 1.3 & 
placarded 1.5) 

39 

0 

29 

0 





RAM 

(HRCQ*) 

17 

0 

19 

0 

TIH 

59 

••1 

71 

•n 

Methane 

4 

0 

4 

0 

TOTAL 

119 

1 

123 

2 


89 


91 


Data from the Hazardous Materials Information System . 3/7/2014. 

* It may be that none of these crashes are highway route controlled quantities {HRCQ). From the data In NMiS, it was possible to eliminate 
some incidents that were cleariy not HRCQ. Where there was doubt the incident was counted. 

•• Anhydrous ammonia (AA) intended for agricultural use. 


For HMSP holders, this safety record highlights the need for an immediate reconsideration of 
the disqualifying standards that are threatening their livelihoods. Keep in mind that the vast 
majority of carriers subject to the HMSP are not long-haul, freight-all-kinds carriers. They serve 
niche markets that rely on local, often rural delivery, and require specialized equipment. As 
such, these carriers do not frequent routes with inspection stations. Once these carriers get 
into trouble based on the non-random, often subjective OOS calls by inspectors, it is virtually 
impossible for these carriers to accrue sufficient “good" inspections to overcome the "bad." 

For example, it is not uncommon for an HMSP holder to average 15 or fewer inspections in a 
year, but only inspection data from the 12 months prior to the expiration of the holder's permit 
is counted, and only holders with at least three inspections are considered "statistically 
significant" for purposes of the OOS disqualifications. If two of the inspections in this 
timeframe result in an OOS^ the carrier would need 28 "clean" inspections to requalify. The 


^ This assumes that the OOS citation was correctly issued. CSA experience shows that FMCSA's "Data Q" process is 
overwhelmed and state ability and/or wiliingness to expend resources on these chalienges is a growing concern. 
See DOT OIG Audit Report, MH-2014-032, March 5, 2014, pages 6-7. 
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later into the 12-month qualification period that the second OOS occurs, the more unlikely it is 
that a carrier could recover. Consider that two similarly situated carriers each receive two OOS 
inspections, then one of the two obtains a third "clean" inspection. The carrier that received 
the clean inspection would lose its permit, the other would continue operating. Or consider 
that on any given day two similarly situated carriers could be "underwater"^ due to their 
current mix of OOS and clean inspections. However, because one carrier's HMSP expires that 
day, that carrier loses its permit, while the other continues to operate. Based on a snapshot of 
the status of HMSP holders on December 31, 2013, 26 carriers were underwater and would 
have lost their permits if the permits expired that day, about 13 percent would have been 
disqualified if they had one more bad inspection, and 16.4 percent of holders had received no 
inspection of any kind in 24 months, demonstrating the difficulty of getting inspections where 
HMSP holders operate. 

These specialized carriers do not have the option to carry non-HMSP freight while working to 
requalify for a permit. The irony is that, when these carriers get into jeopardy, FMCSA does not 
routinely suspend or revoke the HMSP; rather carriers are allowed to operate until it is time to 
apply for renewal. The regulations allow for appeals when permits are suspended or revoked, 
but not if the carrier is applying for renewal. Under no circumstance may holders apply for a 
waiver of the OOS disqualification irrespective of their overall operational safety records. 

Request for Expedited Relief 


Although FMCSA accepted a petition for rulemaking from IME and other affected industry 
associations to reform the HMSP disqualification standards, "the agency ... determined that this 
rulemaking should not be initiated until the CSA Safety Fitness Determination (SFD) final rule is 
published, as it will be used as the basis for initiating this rule,"'’ We would like to strongly 
suggest that the HMSP reform take precedence over finalization of the SFD rulemaking, a 
rulemaking that has yet to be proposed. The agency's reluctance to immediately address the 
shortcomings of the HMSP is particularly troubling because implicit in FMCSA's acceptance of 
the rulemaking petition is an acknowledgment that the current program has deficiencies. 

These deficiencies will persist over the intervening years between now and the time that they 
are resolved through the promised HMSP rulemaking. Meanwhile, the controversy over the 
evolving SFD standards adds to the timing uncertainty. Expecting HMSP holders to soldier on in 
the face of continuing adverse impacts is unjustified. 

Congress tried to spur agency action by requiring that the agency do an assessment of the 
program's deficiencies no later than October 1, 2013 and directed that rulemaking to reform 
the HMSP program be initiated within the following fiscal year.^ However, the agency failed to 
deliver the assessment. With mounting concern about FMCSA's inaction, this Subcommittee 
directed the agency to report by March 19, 2014 on improvements that could be made to the 
HMSP program within " existing authorities to provide relief to [HMSP holders] prior to 
instituting a rulemaking, and when FMCSA anticipates implementing each of these interim 
improvements,"^ While FMCSA subsequently released its program assessment over five 


^ Exceeding the OOS disqualification thresholds: DOOS 9.68%, VOOS 33,3%, and HMOOS 6.82%. 

Letter to IME from FMCSA, November 14, 2011, page 1. {Emphasis added.) 

" "MAP 21" {P.L. 112-141), Section 33014. 

‘ FY 2014 Omnibus, Division L, page 1, reference to H.Report 113-136, page 38. (Emphasis added.) 
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months late on March 11, 2014, it had done no work on the March 19'*’ report when we 
requested a copy claiming that the agency was unaware of the congressional request.^ 

While the assessment documented the exceptional safety record of HMSP holders and laid out 
options to reform the program, including a process to request agency review of a carrier's 
safety management controls prior to denial of a HMSP, FMCSA stated that it was still studying 
options and that efforts to reform the program "remain contingent upon completion of other 
FMCSA priorities and the availability of dedicated resources."® Eveiy day that FMCSA fails to 
act, relatively good carriers are at risk of losing their HMSP and, as explained, being put out of 
business based on limited data anomalies. 

Justice is not served by inattention to these pressing concerns. The uncertainty of when FMCSA 
will be able to carry out the HMSP rulemaking coupled with the urgency for some action based 
on acknowledged program deficiencies compel us to ask the Subcommittee to support the 
following funding restriction that we understand will be requested by Rep. Charlie Dent and 
which has been approved by the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. 

"No funds may be used to deny an application to renew a Hazardous Materials (HM) Safety 
Program permit for a motor carrier based on that carrier's Hazardous Materials Out-of-Service 
(OOS) rate, unless the carrier has the opportunity to submit a written description of corrective 
actions taken, and other documentation the carrier wishes the Secretary to consider, including 
submitting a corrective action plan, and the Secretary determines the actions or plan is 
insufficient to address the safety concerns that resulted in that Hazardous Materials OOS rate." 

This funding restriction is consistent with the policy Congress wanted FMSCA to develop on its 
own, which is to provide for an additional level of safety fitness review (ALSFR) prior to the 
denial of a safety permit until such time that the agency proceeds with the full rulemaking 
based on our petition. An ALSFR would not overly burden the agency, as it would involve an 
examination of less than 100 HMSP holders annually. 

Conclusion 


Congress envisioned a risk-based safety program for hazmat carriers. It gave FMCSA wide 
latitude to name the types and quantities of hazardous materials that should be covered by a 
HMSP. But, the agency has limited the program to the narrow list of statutorily mandated 
materials. History shows that carriers of these materials are not presenting the crash risk that 
the agency claims the HMSP will address. Neither IMF nor its members object to public policy 
that holds hazmat carriers to a higher safety standard, which is the premise for the HMSP. We 
do object, however, to the current standards for disqualification. They are not risk-based and 
deny holders meaningful due process protection. Inspection frequency and outcome do not 
seem to correlate to crashes or fatalities. Thank you for your attention to these concerns. 

April 9, 2014 


^ Conversation between Paul Bomgardner, FMCSA, and Cynthia Hilton, !ME, March 19, 2014. 

” The Hazardous Materials Safety Permit Program Implementation Report to Congress, March 2014, page 9. 
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Squaxin Island Tribe 

10 SE Squaxin Lane, Shelton, WA 98584 
(360) 426-9781 
http://www.squaxinisiand.org 


Testimony of Chairman Dave Lopeman, Squaxin Island Tribe 
Submitted to the House Transportation, Housing and Urban Development and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Subcommittee 
On the Fiscal Year FY 2015 Budgets for the 
Tribal Transportation Program 
April 10,2014 

On behalf of the Squaxin Island T ribe, thank you for accepting this testimony request for funding to 
complete a Tribal roads project that began in 2005. Transportation infrastructure development is critical in 
Tribal communities; the most vulnerable by unsafe and often inaccessible roads. Passage of the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible and Efficient Transportation Equity Act (SAFETEA-LU) and the Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21^1 Century Act (MAP-21) have improved transportation on Tribal lands but some much 
needed projects have fallen through the cracks. Such is the case with the Simmons Road Project for the 
Squaxin island Tribe. This project needs to be completed for the health and safety of our Tribal citizens, as 
well as the residents of Mason County and the travelling public. We ask that you give this request 
consideration and assist us in making these roads less dangerous and life threatening. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND APPROPRIATIONS REQUEST 


Engineering 

729,000 

Mason County 

Construction 

4,671,000 

Unfunded Shortfall 

Total Project Cost 

$5,400,000 



The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) lists US 1 01 as a “Highway of 
Statewide Significance’ because it is the primary link between I-5 and the Olympia Peninsula, including 
Mason County. It routinely serves commuters, commercial and freight vehicles, public transit and school 
buses, and tourists bound for the Peninsula's myriad of attractions. According to WSDOT, traffic volumes at 
the US 101/SR 108 Interchange averaged 23,000-25,000 per day between 2009 and 2012. 

Most access points for connecting county roads to US 101 in Mason County are at-grade crossings. 
One of these is the intersection at US 101 about a mile north of Kamilche, and Lynch Road, at Taylor 
Towne, a small commercial development that is home to Taylor Shellfish. This intersection is heavily used 
by Tribal members and employees, as well as the general public and commercial shellfish growers like 
Taylor Shellfish and the Tribe’s Salish Seafoods. 

A fatal accident occurred at the at-grade US 101/Lynch Road crossing in 2000, which prompted 
WSDOT's Olympic Region Planning Office to join forces with Mason County to fund a study of the 
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intersection to improve public safety. The purpose of the shidy was to examine existing problems and 
identify potential solutions. The preferred alternative was identified in 2001 : construction of a new county 
road parallel to US 101 from Lynch Road to another county road, Old Olympic Highway, near the US 
101/SR 108 Interchange and several parcels of Tribal bust land. This option partially follows Simmons 
Road, an existing county road, and is referred to as the Simmons Road Project for that reason. 

In 2005 the State Legislature approved $1 million for project planning under the T ransportation 
Partnership Act, naming Mason County as the project lead because the solution involves a county road. 
Mason County subsequently entered into an agreement with the Washington State Department of 
Transportation to facilitate the design and constmction of the proposed connector road. Preliminary design 
was started in 2006 and completed to the 30% stage by the summer of 2007. In August 2007, WSDOT, in 
conjunction with Mason County, completed a Value Engineering Study and validated the cost estimate of 
approximately $6 million. 

Unforeseen costs since 2007 associated with environmental mitigation, right-of-way acquisition, 
and materials have caused an estimated $5.4 million funding shortfall for completion of the project. Mason 
County is working with the Tribe and WSDOT and is moving forward with the design, permitting, and right- 
of-way acquisition using available funding. Together we are actively seeking Federal and state support for 
the balance of funds needed to complete this project. 


THE PARTNERSHIP - SQUAXIN ISLAND TRIBE. MASON COUNTY AND WSDOT 


The Squaxin Island Tribe is a Federally-recognized Indian Tribe with headquarters located 
within the boundaries of Mason County, Washington at Kamilche, near the intersection of US 1 01 and 
SR 1 08. Mason County, with a population of 60,699 (201 0 Census), encompasses about 960 square 
miles of diverse terrain at the base of the Olympic Peninsula and southwestern shorelines of Puget 
Sound. Primarily rural in nature, the County Is home to the southern boundaries of the Olympic 
Mountains, two major rivers and their tributaries, and almost 100 fresh water lakes. The City of 
Shelton (pop, 9,855) is the only incorporated city within Mason County. The Squaxin Island Tribe and 
its enterprises top the list of major employers in the county, followed by forest products, government 
and health care. 

The Squaxin Island Tribe is creating a thriving economic and residential community on Tribal 
trust land at Kamilche. Only a few years ago the area was primarily small farms and timberiand. It had 
poor quality county roads and lacked essential infrastructure. With a growing community and increasing 
numbers of government and enterprise employees, the Tribe, out of necessity, has created its own 
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transportation and infrastructure systems. In doing so it has improved local roads, and worked with the 
state and county to enhance safety and access in the greater South Mason County area. 

The Tribe has a successful history of interagency collaboration and partnered with Mason County in 
2007 to replace a functionally obsolete bridge with a much safer one, successfully leveraging T ribal 
transportation funds to address regional safety concerns. The Tribe intends to seek and ieverage funds in a 
similar way with the US 101/Simmons Road Project. 

In the years between the initial traffic study of the US 101/Lynch Road crossing, the Squaxin Island 
community and surrounding areas have experienced significant growth in population, commercial 
enterprises and traffic. In the wake of this growth, the Tribe, its employees, community residents and 
travelers throughout the area are particularly affected by the unsafe crossing. Lynch Road and US 101 is the 
intersection of two critical routes that link T ribal members to employment, services, water access to treaty 
fishing and shellfish gathering areas and to the Tribe's reservation, Squaxin Island. 

Despite safety measures such as signage, speed reduction, increased awareness and monitoring, 
accidents continue to occur at the 101/Lynch Road intersection because it is not engineered to safely 
accommodate the turning patterns of traffic entering and exiting US 101. The Tribe is seriously concerned 
about the safety of its T ribal members, community members and neighbors who live near and frequent this 
intersection daily. 

Your consideration and assistance is much appreciated to help fund the balance of this top priority 
safety improvement project. With your support, the Simmons Road Project will provide the traveling public 
with much needed safety improvements along the SR 101 corridor and a new access road between Lynch 
Road and Old Olympic Highway to the existing Kamilche interchange users. 


Thank you. 
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Written Testimony for FY15 Funding 
Submitted By: 

Arthur Poly 

President 

AHEPA Management Company, Inc. 

10706 Sky Prairie St. 

Fishers, IN 46038 
http:/A/vww.aheDamamt.com 

April 11, 2014 


Chairman Latham, Ranking Member Pastor, and distinguished members of the 
subcommittee, the AHEPA Management Company, Inc. (AMC), a nationally 
recognized leader in affordable senior housing management, is recommending that 
funding be restored to the FY15 budget for the development of new housing under the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Section 202 Supportive 
Housing for the Elderly Program. We oppose a continued “zeroing-out” of funding for 
new development which has been in place since FY2012. 

We were encouraged to read in President Barack Obama’s FY2015 budget 
request the inclusion of “$20 million for new supportive housing units" as part of the 
overall Section 202 Program request of $440 million . We understand it is an extremely 
challenging fiscal environment; however, we request Congress, and this subcommittee, 
to find the means to adopt this recommendation as it proceeds with its appropriations 
process, which would result in awards to build thousands of much-needed new units. 

About AMC 

The AHEPA Management Company, Inc.’s, roots were established in 1983, 
managing communities sponsored by AHEPA National Housing Corporation. As a 
result, AHEPA Management Company serves approximately 5,000 residents in 90 
properties with nearly 5,000 units in 22 states nationwide. 



484 


The Need 

The demographics and economics of our nation’s senior population justify the 
restoration of funding for the development of new housing under HUD’s Section 202 
Supportive Housing for the Elderly Program. 

According to the National Council on Aging, there are over 23 million Americans 
aged 60+ with incomes below 250% of the federal poverty level ($28,725 annually for a 
single person). Moreover, estimates suggest half of all Baby Boomers will live on 
incomes less than $27,000 per year. In addition, from 1992 to 2007, the average 
overall debt for 55 to 64 year old households more than doubled to $70,370. 

According to the Federal Reserve Board, median family wealth declined by 
15.2% among those aged 55-64, and it fell by 13.9% among those aged 65-74. An 
estimated 12% of adults aged 55-64, and 21.5% of women in this age group, face 
retirement with negative net worth, contributing to a rise in bankruptcies that has grown 
at the fastest pace ever. 

With these daunting stats facing the United States, the need for future affordable 
housing for senior citizens will be significant and in demand. The demise of traditional 
federal grants through HUD Section 202 Program has made it a significant challenge to 
address the nation’s affordable housing needs of our senior citizens. 

The Demand 

According to the AARP, there are 10 seniors on the waiting list for every Section 
202 unit available. However, we only need to look at AMC’s own waiting list for the 
properties we manage to see the depth and scope of the need for affordable housing for 
the elderly. The numbers are staggering. 

• The total waiting list for the 90 AMC-manaoed orooerties throughout the 
United States is 3.674 persons . 

• At 20 AMC properties the waiting list exceeds the number of units built. 
and in a few instances, exceeds the number of units by two-fold. 

• All four AMC-managed properties in Iowa have a waiting list. 

• All seven of the AMC-managed properties in Ohio have a waiting list. 

• An examination of the four AMC-managed properties in Houston shows 
the shortest waiting list among the four properties to be at leas t twice the 
units built. The maximum waiting list is nearly 3 'A times that of the 
number of units built for the longest waiting list. 

Our facts are consistent with the demographics and economics presented in our 
testimony and verify the realities of the need and situation at-hand. 

LIHTC: An Added Concern 

With funding for new development zeroed-out since FY2012, AMC has looked to 
other means of financing help with senior housing. Overall, the Low Income Housing 
Tax Credit Program (LIHTC) has produced an average of 30,000 units of housing for 
moderate and low-income seniors. In the past year, an AMC-managed property was 
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completed with the assistance of the LIHTC in Tallmadge, Ohio (50 units). However, 
even this program is under threat of elimination in comprehensive tax reform or deficit 
reduction debates, which is why AMC supports S.1442, Improving the Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit Rate Act. We strongly contend an improved LIHTC program, 
combined with HUD Section 202 program, provides the necessary financing means to 
allow providers to serve these communities. This is why it is important that the LIHTC 
becomes a permanent, stable, and reliable option to sponsors and developers of 
affordable housing, especially as appropriations to fund the development of new 
housing under section 202 has been non-existent in recent fiscal years. 

The Merits 

Since 1983, the AHEPA National Housing Corporation (ANHC) has been the 
official vehicle in the development of Section 202 elderly housing for members of the 
American Hellenic Educational Progressive Association (AHEPA), the largest and oldest 
association of American citizens of Hellenic heritage and Philhellenes. It has been a 
way for the American Hellenic community to give back to their nation through 
community service. AHEPA Management Company, Inc. (AMC) is a wholly-owned 
subsidiary of ANHC established to manage those projects in operation and future 
projects. 

Affordable supportive housing for the elderly offers seniors the opportunity to age 
and live successfully in a dignified place they call home. The lives of seniors who live in 
our communities are enriched and empowered to live vital, active lives. Service 
coordinators provide personal guidance and resources such as transportation, 
education, civic engagement, or social opportunities. They also serve as a resource for 
a variety of services and can serve as an advocate, especially when dealing with 
Medicare, Medicaid, Social Security, and Veterans Affairs benefits that may seem 
confusing and complicated. 

The wellness programs we provide and administer promote preventative care and 
healthy living. They include: 

• Health screenings such as blood pressure 

• Nutrition programs 

• Exercise 

In addition, some properties make available weekly on-site medical services. All of 
these services can be viewed as health care intervention at a reduced cost as 
compared long-term care services. Preventing nursing home care, emergency room 
visits, or hospitalizations can lead to savings to Medicare and Medicaid programs. 

Finally, the development of senior housing spurs the economy, providing 
thousands of jobs. 

Recommendation 

According to a 2013 report to Congress released by the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development titled, "Worst Case Housing Needs 201 1 : A Summary 
Report to Congress,” it identified 1 .47 million seniors as “worse-case needs” for 
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housing.' Moreover, the Administration on Aging states, “By 2030, there will be about 
72.1 million older persons, more than twice their number in 2000. People 65+ 
represented 12.4% of the population in the year 2000 but are expected to grow to be 
19% of the population by 2030.”^ The realities are as plain as day. 

The president has recognized the importance of developing new supportive 
housing units under Section 202 programming. His FY2015 budget request includes 
“$20 million for new supportive housing units” as part of the overall Section 202 
Program request of $440 million. Therefore, based upon the merits of HUD’s Section 
202 Supportive Housing for the Elderly Program, the beneficial impact it has on 
the quality of life for our nation’s senior population, and the clear and 
indisputable need and demand, we strongly recommend the Subcommittee to 
restore funding for the development of new housing under this program for 
FY2015. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present our written testimony before the 
Subcommittee. We value your consideration of it, and we would welcome a chance to 
work with members of the Subcommittee to meet this recommended request. 


^ httD://oortal.hud.gQv/hudportal/HUD?.srcWpress/pre.'is releases media advisories/2Q 1 3/HUDNa 13-028 
^ http://www.aoa.gQv/Aeing Statistics/ 
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Tim Hoeffner, Michigan; Chair, MIPRC April 11, 2014 

Joan Bray, Missouri; Vice Chair, MIPRC 

Sen. Carolyn McGinn, Kansas; Financial Officer, MIPRC 

Midwest Interstate Passenger Rail Commission 

701 E. 22"'^ Street, Suite 110, Lombard, Illinois 60148 

Phone: 630.925.1922 

miprc@miprc.org 

As officers of the Midwest Interstate Passenger Rail Commission (MIPRC), and on behalf of 
MIPRC, we are pleased to submit this request to the Subcommittee on Transportation, 
Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies regarding the fiscal year 2015 
budget. For Fiscal Year 2015, we are requesting the following be appropriated to the Federal 
Railroad Administration: 

1. $225 million for the high-performance passenger rail program (PRIIA Sections 301, 302 
and 501); 

2. $600 million for the TIGER program (ARRA Title XXII); 

3. $1 million to continue the efforts of the Next Generation Equipment Committee (PRIIA 
Section 305); 

4. $425 million to assist in implementation of Positive Train Control (PRIIA Section 105); 

5. $300 million for a state corridor program (PRIIA Section 209); 

6. $25 million for the Rail Line Relocation & Improvement (RLR) Capital Grant Program 
(SAFETEA-LU Section 9002); and 

7. $10 million for the National Cooperative Rail Research Program (NCRRP). 

The Midwest Interstate Passenger Rail Commission is a ten-state interstate compact 
commission that promotes, coordinates and supports regional improvements to passenger rail 
service. Our member states include Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, 
Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio and Wisconsin. We believe that intercity passenger rail is playing 
a critical role in the region's transportation network. Thereby, rail projects need a federal 
partnership with states, similar to that of other modes of transportation, to assist with the 
capital investments necessary to build a modern, efficient passenger system in the Midwest. 

The Midwest is a testament to the fact that people increasingly want the option to take the 
train, especially with more frequent and reliable service. Ridership on existing corridor service 
(100-600 miles) in the Midwest has been growing rapidly. In FY 2013, ridership on the nine 
Midwestern corridor routes combined was almost 3.26 million; more than double the number 
of riders on those routes in FY 2004 (please see Table 1 on page 4). Five-Year growth (between 
FY 2008 and FY 2013) was 19 percent (please see Table 2 on page 4). 

Federal funds awarded to our states beginning in FY 2009 have allowed for the development of 
the first phase of the Midwest Regional Rail 5ystem - a 3,000-mile, nine-state passenger rail 
sYstem plan to implement a network of faster, more frequent regional service (up to 110 mph) 
in 100- to 500-mile corridors, with its hub in Chicago. This development is already bringing 
significant economic development and jobs to our region. The full build-out of the MWRR5 is 
expected to have an overall economic benefit of $23 billion while creating more than 57,000 
permanent jobs. 
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On behalf of our Midwestern states, we ask that appropriations be included for intercity 
passenger rail (the high performance, TIGER, NGEC, PTC, RLR and NCRRP programs) within the 
FY 2015 budget of the Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and 
Related Agencies to allow for our Midwestern states -and other states -to continue to 
develop this important travel mode. Explanations for each of the six requests are included 
below. We thank you for your consideration. 

1. $225 million for the high-performance passenger rail program (PRIIA Sections 301, 302 
and 501) 

With no earmarks and an emphasis on "readiness to proceed," awards should be made 
competitively with a mandate to spend promptly. Ten percent of the funds made available 
should be used for state and multistate planning. 

Funds made available under PRIIA through the federal High Speed Intercity Passenger Rail 
(HSIPR) program in FY 2009 and FY 2010 are allowing the Midwest to begin implementing the 
first phases of a plan to bring faster, more frequent passenger rail service to the region. For 
example, HSIPR funds awarded to Illinois and Michigan have already enabled 110 mph service 
on portions of the Chicago to Detroit and the Chicago to St. Louis routes. On-time performance 
has improved dramatically on the St. Louis to Kansas City corridor by addressing key 
chokepoints along that route. In addition, necessary planning and environmental work on 
several other Midwestern corridors - including Chicago to Minneapolis/St. Paul, 

Minneapolis/St. Paul to Duluth, MN, and Chicago to Omaha - has been made possible through 
the federal/state partnership provided for intercity passenger rail under PRIIA. 

Multistate planning and coordination have been a fundamental aspect of our region's business 
plan for intercity passenger rail from the beginning. Although prioritizing and harmonizing a 
significant number of high-value projects is challenging, such an approach leads to greater 
efficiency and a higher return on investment. 

We thank the Committee for repurposing funds for planning in the FY 2014 Omnibus and ask 
that language be included in FY 2015 for a $225 million overall investment in a high- 
performance, state-supported intercity passenger rail program, with 10 percent directed for 
planning purposes, so our states can continue the next phase of planning and construction. 

2. $600 million for the TIGER program (ARRA Title XXII) 

We support $600 million for the TIGER program, which has funded an array of critical projects. 
We would urge that again in FY 2015, the emphasis be placed on awards based on a rigorous 
benefit-cost analysis. 

3. $1 million to continue the efforts of the Next Generation Equipment Committee (PRIIA 
Section 305) 

PRIIA Section 305 has helped both to stimulate the American railcar manufacturing industry and 
to begin the process of bringing a new generation of equipment on line. This highly successful 
effort should receive $1 million to continue its efforts. Section 305 called for the establishment 
of the Next Generation Corridor Equipment Pool Committee (NGEC) "to design, develop 
specifications for, and procure standardized next-generation corridor equipment." Since its 
inception in 2010, the NGEC has developed and adopted five specifications for next generation 
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rail equipment and has initiated two ground-breaking multistate procurements: one for next 
generation bi-level passenger rail cars for California, Illinois, Michigan, Missouri and Iowa; the 
other (also for the Midwestern states, as well as California and Washington), for the 
manufacture of diesel-electric locomotives. By providing publicly available standardized 
specifications, the NGEC has created a common platform from which multiple states can procure 
rail equipment. The standardized specifications make it possible to buy equipment faster, at a 
lower cost, and with lower future costs relating to maintenance, rebuilding and the purchase of 
additional equipment. Specifications developed by the NGEC are available to all competitors in 
the rail equipment marketplace. That means equipment procured will expand employment in 
production, supply and manufacturing industries in the United States. FY 2015 funding will allow 
for maintaining and updating current specifications and for fostering additional procurements. 

4. $425 million to assist in implementation of Positive Train Control (PRIIA Section 105) 

The implementation of positive train control is a daunting task for all concerned and recent tragic 
events clearly demonstrate the need for enhanced investments in developing a renewed rail 
safety culture. The cost of nationwide PTC installation is expected to be more than $10 billion and 
states have been proactive in this vital effort. We ask that Congress provide $425 miilion to assist 
in this vital effort. 

5. $300 million for a state corridor program (PRIIA Section 209) 

Implementation of the uniform methodology for charging states for passenger rail service on 
corridors fewer than 750 miles (required under PRIIA Section 209) began in October 2013. We 
strongly support $300 million for a five-year state corridor program. These funds would be used 
both to purchase new equipment and to provide marginal funding for the continued 
implementation of PRIIA Section 209. It is critical to note that $300 million would be for the 
delta between the amount currently paid by the states and the amount agreed to under the 
requirements of Section 209 and negotiations between the state and Amtrak, the current 
provider. 

6. $25 million for the Rail Line Relocation & Improvement Capital Grant Program 
(SAFETEA-LU Section 9002) 

The Rail Line Relocation & improvement Capital Grant Program (RLR) has assisted rural 
communities to meet safety and operational challenges. These improvements have 
strengthened the overall rail network. We recommend that the program receive $25 million. 

7. $10 million for the National Cooperative Rail Research Program (NCRRP) 

The National Cooperative Rail Research Program (NCRRP) is an important component of rail 
research among the state and federal governments, the rail industry and rail labor. Research 
addressed by this program is necessary to solve common operating problems, to adapt 
appropriate new technologies from other industries, and to introduce innovations into the rail 
industry. The NCRRP carries out applied research on problems that are shared by freight, 
intercity, and commuter rail operating agencies and are not being adequately addressed by 
existing federal research programs. Though authorized in PRIIA (2008) for five years at $5 
million a year, the NCRRP has been funded for only one year. 
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Tabl€ 1: Ridership Growth on Corridor Service in the Midwest 
FY 2004~FY 2013 
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Nine-year growth was 105 percent 
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Tabie 2: Ridership Growth on Corridor Service in the Midwest 
FY2008-2013 
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Testimony Of 
Michael P. Melaniphy 
President & CEO 

American Public Transportation Association 
Before 

The House Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban 
Development and Related Agencies 

On Federal Transit Administration and Federal Railroad Administration Programs for 

Fiscal Year 2015 
April 11, 2014 


Introduction 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, on behalf of the American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA), thank you for this opportunity to submit testimony on the Fiscal Year (FY) 
2015 Transportation, Housing and Urban Development Appropriations bill, as it relates to federal 
investment in public transportation and high-speed and intercity passenger rail. 

The two-year surface transportation authorization bill - Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st 
Century (MAP-21) Act - was a welcome respite from two-plus years of short-term extensions, but 
it expires at the end of the current fiscal year. APTA has proposed a new, six-year authorization 
bill, which better addresses the true investment needs of the industry. APTA’s recommendations 
on a new surface transportation authorizing law call for substantial increases in federal spending 
on public transportation under a multi-year bill. APTA also supports increased investment in high- 
speed and intercity passenger rail. Committee leaders in both chambers have expressed their 
intention to pass a new authorization bill prior to the expiration of MAP-2 1 , and we are ready to 
work with Congress to help meet that deadline. 

About APTA 

APTA is a nonprofit international association of nearly 1,500 public and private member 
organizations, including transit systems and high-speed, intercity and commuter rail operators; 
planning, design, construction, and finance firms; product and service providers; academic 
institutions; transit associations and state departments of transportation. 

Overview of FY 2015 Funding Requests 

Fiscal Year 2015 presents unique challenges to our industry, as uncertainty clouds the future of 
the Highway Trust Fund (HTF) and its Mass Transit Account (MTA) - the primary funding source 
for Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) programs and expenses. According to the 
Congressional Budget Office (CBO), the MTA will be able to meet all obligations during Fiscal 
Year 2014, but will be unable to meet obligations at some point in Fiscal Year 2015. CBO 
estimates that the HTF Highway Account will likely have difficulty meeting obligations sometime 
during the latter half of Fiscal Year 2014. US DOT’s own HTF revenue projections estimate that, 
before the end of the current fiscal year, the balances of the mass transit account and the highway 
account will each drop to levels that would require the Department to delay or reduce 
reimbursements to transit agencies and State highway departments until sufficient revenues are 
credited to the HTF. APTA is greatly concerned with how Congress will respond to this shortfall 
in revenues to the HTF/MTA while also maintaining the needed investments in Fiscal Year 2015. 
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Of the $10,695 billion authorized forFTA in FY 2014 under the expiring MAP-21, $8,595 billion 
is provided from the MTA of the Flighway Trust Fund. Failing to fix the revenue problem could 
mean drastic cuts to construction, maintenance and operations, which would result in lost jobs and 
wages, limit critical safety improvements, and add to the existing maintenance backlog. The 
remaining $2.3 billion, used to fund New Starts, Research Programs, TCRP, Technical Assistance, 
FTA Administration, and a handful of additional programs, was appropriated from General Fund 
revenues. These General Funded programs are equally important to the industry. We are sensitive 
to the constraints brought on by revenue limitations and competition from other discretionary 
programs. APTA urges Congress to appropriate funding for those programs at no less than the 
current authorized levels, and preferably at growing levels. 

The Continuing Need for Federal Transit Investment 

Earlier this year, APTA announced that Americans took 10,7 billion transit trips in 2013, the 
highest ridership since 1 956. This was the eighth year in a row that more than 1 0 billion trips were 
recorded on public transportation systems nationwide, demonstrating yet again that public 
transportation remains in demand. We expect continued growth in the coming years. MAP-21 
was a welcome relief from years of temporary extensions. It provided reforms in several areas, 
and it recommitted the federal government as a partner with state and local governments, the transit 
industry, and the private sector. Public transportation systems require long-term funding certainty, 
in order to plan major capital projects, as well as to plan for procurement of rail cars, buses and 
facilities. In previous testimony to this subcommittee, APTA has cited U.S. Department of 
Transportation estimates that a one-time investment of $78 billion is needed to bring currently 
operating transit infrastructure up to a state of good repair, and this does not include annual costs 
to maintain, expand or operate the existing system. Research on transit needs shows that capital 
investment from all sources - federal, state, and local - should be doubled in order to prepare for 
future ridership demands. 

The APTA authorization proposal and the Administration’s budget proposal recognize the need 
for increased federal funding to restore transit systems to a state of good repair and expand service 
to meet growing service demands. Public transportation is a vital component of the nation’s total 
transportation infrastructure picture and, with ridership projected to grow, safe and dependable 
public transportation systems will be vital to the transportation needs of millions of Americans. 
We must make significant, long-term investments in public transportation or we will leave 
Americans with limited transportation options, and in many cases, stranded without travel 
options. While Congress continues to consider how to proceed on a well-funded, multi-modal 
surface transportation bill, it remains critically important that annual appropriations bills address 
both current and growing needs. 

Federal Transit Administration Programs 

Ca pital Investment Grants fNew Starts) - Capital Investment Grants are the primary source of 
federal investment in the construction or expansion of heavy rail, light rail, commuter rail, bus 
rapid transit and ferryboat projects. MAP-21 streamlined the approval process, but the primary 
issue continues to be the lack of funding. APTA’s authorization proposal recommends $2,183 
billion in FY 2015 - with further growth in subsequent years - and the President’s Budget request 
included $2.5 billion for Capital Investment Grants, both requests being supportive of moving 
forward on projects in an oversubscribed pipeline. 
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Transit Research/Transit Cooperative Research Program fTCRP)/Technical Assistance and 
Standards Development^Workforce Development — APTA strongly urges the committee to fund 
the Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP), Technical Assistance and Standards 
Development, and Human Resources and Training, at a minimum, at the levels authorized for FY 
2014 in MAP-21. As part of its recommendations for the next authorization bill, APTA is asking 
the authorizing committees to fund these programs through a take-down from the urban area 
formula allocation in the amount of $25 million in FY 2015. Despite wide-spread support 
throughout the public transportation industry, these programs have received insufficient funding 
for work that improves the efficiency, effectiveness, safety and reliability of public transportation 
services nationwide. By consolidating industry knowledge and best practices, TCRP research, for 
example, has generated significant savings and reduced burdensome replication of efforts at the 
provider level. TCRP’s reports, over 500 in its 20 year existence, range in topics from fare 
collection to bus acquisition and maintenance, and are offered to the industry free of charge. 

In addition to the broad benefits of TCRP research, the public transportation industry and its 
Federal agency partners have advanced public transportation standards that have improved safety 
and reduced costs, by documenting and codifying the collective wisdom and best practices of the 
industry, while basing final documents on foundations in actual research and science, including 
field testing and computer modeling, as applicable. Furthermore, APTA members have also been 
vocal in their support for the Workforce Development program. With an aging workforce, we 
need to ensure that we are giving both current and next-generation employees the skills they need 
to operate, repair and manage increasingly complex systems. 

Formula Grant Programs - The backbone of the public transportation program, the core formula 
grant programs (Urban, Rural, State of Good Repair, and others) are funded from the Highway 
Trust Fund. Transit agencies across the country depend on full funding for these FTA programs, 
in order to work towards a state of good repair and to provide safe and timely service. APTA’s 
authorization recommendations call for growth in the core formula programs and seek to maintain 
the relative balance between core formula and capital investment programs. 

We are also concerned about the current state of the Bus and Bus Facilities program. While we 
recognize the political dynamics that led Congress to formularize the program, the lack of a 
discretionary element inhibits the ability of small and mid-size bus-only system to acquire buses 
and build new facilities. Their needs are often referred to as “lumpy” as they are large and 
infrequent, and not easily addressed by an exclusively formula-based program. APTA’s 
Authorization Recommendations call for the Bus and Bus Facilities Program to be restored to pre- 
MAP-21 levels ($984 million) by 2016 and to achieve a 40/40/20 balance among State of Good 
Repair, New Starts, and Bus and Bus Facilities by 2019. 

Additionally, our Authorization Recommendations seek to grow the State of Good Repair program 
in a manner consistent with our principle of 40/40/20 balance across programs. Our transit 
agencies that operate forms of rail and fixed-guideway service have a tremendous backlog of state 
of good repair needs, and depend on the investments made available under this program. 

Federal Railroad Administration Programs 

As Congress begins to consider reauthorizations of the Rail Safety Improvement Act (RSIA) and 
the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act (PRIIA), there are two important programs 
APTA wishes to emphasize as priorities for the industry. 
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Positive Train Control - The December 31, 2015 deadline for positive train control (PTC) 
implementation is rapidly approaching. Recent events have highlighted the need for improved 
safety on our nation’s railroads. APTA member railroads remain committed to installing a fully 
interoperable positive train control network, but with a cost exceeding $2 billion - excluding radio 
spectrum acquisition, operating, and other expenses - commuter railroads across the country 
require federal assistance. Congress authorized $250 million for this program within Section 105 
of the Rail Safety Improvement Act. Congress has appropriated only $50 million of the $250 
million total authorized for PTC implementation under RSIA. APTA urges the Committee to 
support positive train control implementation by appropriating funding equivalent to the prior 
authorized level. 

While work is progressing on PTC installation, with nearly 4,000 locomotives and passenger cars 
with control cabs, and 8,000 track miles, costs are beginning to mount. The total cost of 
implementation on commuter railroads is estimated to exceed $2.75 billion far exceeding initial 
estimates, and these estimates do not include the costs associated with acquisition of needed 
communications spectrum. Commuter railroads that have begun to install PTC are facing difficult 
choices as some will have to defer critical safety sensitive infrastructure maintenance projects to 
pay for PTC. As a group, these railroads have worked in good faith to comply with the Act’s 
requirements. Additional funding provided by Congress for the Railroad Safety Technology 
grants is fundamental to the industry’s ability to implement PTC. 

High-Speed and Intercity Passenger Rail Investment - In our recommendations for successor 
legislation to MAP-21, APTA reaffirmed its commitment to high-speed and intercity rail, by 
calling for a separate reauthorization to succeed the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement 
Act (PRIIA) of 2008. APTA recommends an authorization of $50 billion over six years to 
facilitate the development of a HSIPR system, funded by a dedicated and indexed federal revenue 
source, and complemented by the use of public private partnerships. APTA calls for 
reauthorization of the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 (PRIIA) through 
standalone legislation or as a separate rail title to surface transportation authorization. Passenger 
rail projects are advancing in 32 states and the District of Columbia, with each project supporting 
economic growth by creating construction and manufacturing jobs for American workers and 
attracting small businesses and new development that will generate domestic business growth. 

The U.S. Census Bureau estimates (hat the U.S. population of our nation will grow by more than 
100 million over the next 40 years. Such increases will overwhelm America's aviation, road and 
existing rail transportation infrastructure. To accommodate the needs of an every-growing and 
highly mobile population, the United States must develop and continually expand a fully integrated 
multimodal high-speed and intercity passenger rail (HSIPR) system. Investing in infrastructure 
ensures the efficient movement of people and goods that is essential to continued economic growth 
and other national policy goals. 

Conclusion 

We thank the subcommittee for allowing us to share APTA’s views on FY 2015 public 
transportation and high-speed and intercity rail appropriations issues. APTA looks forward to 
working with the Committee as it makes investment decisions about the public transportation 
program. 
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Statement of 
Lawrence E. Scott 
Acting President & CEO 
* * « 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, 
and Related Agencies 
The Honorable Tom Latham, Chairman 
Committee on Appropriations, U.S. House of Representatives 

* * * 

Fiscal 2015 Department of Transportation Appropriation 
* * * 

April 11,2014 
* * * 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this statement. Thank you also for your work to insure 
the continuation of intercity passenger train service. 

We strongly support these Administration’s budget requests: 

• $2,450 million for current intercity passenger train service 

o $550 million for the Northeast Corridor (NEC) 

This produces a total of $840 million in NEC capital investment when combined 
with the NEC's $290 million operating surplus estimated by Amtrak. 
o For state-supported services, $225 million for equipment replacement and other 
capital expenses (including projected increases required by existing law) 
o $850 million for long-distance routes 

o $475 million for national assets, legacy debt, and Amtrak positive train control 
This includes the $83 million which Amtrak estimates to be costs of the state- 
supported trains which have not been shifted to the states. 
o $350 million to bring stations into compliance with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act 

• $2,300 million for intercity passenger train improvements and commuter railroad positive 
train control 
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o $825 million for a time-limited program (“phase out by FY 2018”) “to implement 
positive train control [PTC] systems on commuter railroads” - this comprises 
36% of the $2.3 billion “improvements” total, 
o $1,300 million to develop “high performance passenger rail networks 

through. ..substantial improvements to existing corridors, mitigation of passenger 
train congestion at critical chokepoints” as well as “construction of new 
corridors.” 

o $125 million to reduce impact of rail in local communities “through rail line 
relocation projects, grade crossing enhancements, and investments in short line 
railroad infrastructure” 

o $75 million “to plan for future investments and to develop the workforce and 
technology necessary for advancing America’s rail industry.” 

• $ 1 85 million for safety and operations 

• $35 million for safety-related research and development work 

• $ 1 ,250 million for TIGER grants 

• $17,649.4 million for the Federal Transit Administration 

The above represents $3,925 million for intercity passenger trains, ignoring benefits to those 
trains from the last four bullets. That is the result of adding $2,450 million and $2,300 million 
and subtracting $825 million for commuter rail PTC. 

This represents a meaningful increase from the $1 .39 billion enacted for Amtrak for FY 2014, 
but falls far short of the $7 to $9 billion a year recommended by the National Surface 
Transportation Policy & Revenue Study Commission that President George W. Bush appointed. 

The Commission’s Final Report, released December, 2007, is at 

http://transportationfortomorrow.com/rinal retxtit/index.htm The report lists $7 billion in annual 
investment through 2020, $9 billion through 2035, and $8 billion through 2055, as the “average 
annual capital investment [for Passenger Rail]... estimated to be adequate to improve key 
condition and performance measures... in the future relative to their current levels” (pages five 
through seven of “Volume I: Recommendations”). 

Demand for Trains Continues to Grow 


Fiscal 2013 saw Amtrak set its 10* ridership record in 1 1 years. “All long distance routes 
combined had the best ridership in 20 years with 4.8 million passengers. ..Amtrak’s state- 
supported corridor services grew to a new record of 15.4 million passengers.” 

Consistent with that, Amtrak negotiated successfully with all affected states to secure continued 
operation of state-supported trains in Fiscal 2014. Section 209 of PRIIA required increased state 
payments — or the beginning of state payments — in order to continue routes that are 750 miles or 
shorter. Some believed this would lead to loss of service, but so far it has not. 

It was by no means a certainty that all the trains could be saved. That they were, even where 
states had no previous history of funding intercity passenger trains, reflects the public’s strong 
support for trains. That support also is reflected, of course, in ridership which continues to grow. 
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Generational Change Increases Demand for Public Transportation 

USA Today reported Oct. 1, 2013 that young people are driving less — one of many such reports 
in recent years. “While all Americans are driving less since the recession, the average person 
ages 16-34 drove 23% less in 2009 than in 2001, the sharpest reduction for any age group. 

“And some of the nation's youths — those known as Millennials, born between 1982 and 2003 
— approach travel differently than their parents do. They are "multimodal," meaning they choose 
the best mode of transportation, such as driving, transit, biking or walking, based on the trip they 
are planning. They consider public transportation the best option for digital socializing and one 
of the most likely ways to connect with the communities they live in. They also say that transit 
allows them to work while they travel.” 

Keeping the Trains Running 

A robust capital program is essential to maintain existing service and needed expansion. Today, 
the average age of Amtrak’s rolling stock is older than it was when Amtrak began operations 
May 1, 1971, with “hand-me-down” equipment from the private railroads. Most of these so- 
called “Heritage” cars were built in the 1950s and so less than 20 years old in 1971. Indeed, 
some Heritage cars were built in the 1960s - many Santa Fe High Level cars date from 1964 and 
so were only seven years old at Amtrak’s inception; the Metroliner cars were three years old. 

The mainstay of Amtrak’s short- and long-distance fleets now are the first Amfleet and 
Superliner cars which began entering service in 1974 and 1981, respectively, and so are about 35 
years old. Amtrak’s fleet plan reflects a very conservative view of equipment needs going 
forward, and the absolute minimum that Congress should consider funding. 

Energy Efficiency 

The Department of Energy’s newest Transportation Energy Data Book, released in July, 2013, 
and based on 201 1 data, indicates that Amtrak on average is 34% more energy efficient per 
passenger-mile than automobiles and 20% more than commercial aviation. Comparing DOE’s 
energy consumption per vehicle-mile for light trucks (those with two axles and four tires) with 
the Amtrak per-passenger-mile figure indicates Amtrak is 68% more energy efficient, but this 
percentage should be adjusted downward to the extent that light truck average occupancy 
exceeds one person. 

The National Network f Long-Distance! Trains 

The following from Amtrak’s latest General and Legislative Annual Report from President & 
CEO Joseph Boardman is noteworthy: “Congress stated in Section 228 of PRllA that the 
operation of a national system was a ‘vital and necessary part of our national transportation 
system and economy,’ and that is a sentiment with which 1 strongly agree.” We strongly agree! 

One use of the national network trains which has come to our attention is for transporting 
patients from rural hospitals to major urban medical centers. This involves patients who need 
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specialized treatment or procedures not available in the smaller facilities. Overall, based on 
Amtrak’s 2010 ridership profile research, 51% of trips on these trains are to visit friends and 
family, 29% vacation/leisure, 11% personal business/school/shopping, and 9% are business. 

In addition, a sizable number of people have medical conditions - either permanent or temporary 
- that make it inadvisable or impossible for them to fly, and/or vastly more convenient to use the 
train. This includes people who must travel with oxygen or other medical machines. 

As to the form of this year’s Amtrak grant request, it must be remembered that NEC operational 
‘profits’ are only sustainable with the NEC getting the majority of Amtrak’s capital investment 
and if the absolute dollar value of that investment continues to increase. As Boardman’s request 
notes, “Infrastructure deterioration and changes in business patterns have reached a point where 
something has to change. ... The likelihood of major infrastructure failure has grown. Capital 
support levels have fallen. ... Current investment levels leave us vulnerable to a bigger, costlier, 
and far more damaging failure than anything we have seen.” 

Another way of stating the relationship between the NEC and the rest of Amtrak is that there is a 
balance which the NEC gets substantial capital while the national network gets a sizable 
operating grant. So it is not accurate to characterize Amtrak’s current grant request as having the 
NEC “secede financially from the rest of the federally funded rail system,” as one news report 
put it. In addition: 

1. The national network shares overhead facilities with NEC and state-supported routes. If 

the national network disappeared, the significant overhead costs would not disappear but 
would be shifted to surviving services, increasing the financial burden on states, many of 
which have recently sustained a big increase in Amtrak-related costs, and NEC 
operating profits would decline. 

2. Many state-supported routes and the NEC share revenues with national network trains - 

connecting revenues which obviously would be lost if the national network disappeared. 

3. The NEC achieves its good operating performance today because of significant federal 

capital investment over many years, including the New Haven-Boston electrification. 

On a related matter, even with the application of PRIIA Section 209, Amtrak is estimating an 
S83 million operating subsidy for the state-supported routes, that is, routes outside Boston- 
Washington which are shorter than 750 miles. 

Positive Train Control 


There is general agreement that the statutory deadline of December 15, 2015, for making PTC 
operational cannot be met. With a rail reauthorization appearing unlikely this year, it may fall to 
the appropriations process to address the deadline problem. NARP believes that any deadline 
extension should include a requirement that PTC be able to prevent low-speed, rear-end 
collisions. In the past few years, there have been fatal accidents of this type which PTC as 
currently being installed would not have prevented. The PTC installation process has largely 
been stopped by the Federal Communications Commission as of last May. The FCC interprets 
the law to require an exhaustive clearance process relating to historic preservation for the 
installation of each individual pole required for PTC, even though most are located on railroad 
property. It is important that this issue not continue to delay such an important safety initiative. 
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Outside witness testimony submitted on behalf of the National Council of State 
Housing Agencies (NCSHA) by Mindy La Branche, Legislative and Policy Associate 

NCSHA 

National Council of 
State Housing Agencies 


Statement of the National Council of State Housing Agencies 
to the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban 
Development, and Related Agencies 
on FY 2015 HUD Appropriations 
April 11, 2014 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony on behalf of our Housing 
Finance Agency (HFA) members regarding FY 2015 appropriations for HUD programs. 
As you consider your FY 2015 HUD appropriations bill, we urge you to restore HOME 
formula grant funding to $1.6 billion, equal to its FY 2011 funding level, and provide 
Section 8 funding adequate to renew all expiring project-based contracts for a full year, 
fully fund all authorized Housing Choice Vouchers (vouchers), provide new 
incremental vouchers in FY 2015, allocate new flexible rental assistance to state HFAs, 
and ensure that successful HFA project-based contract and voucher administrators 
continue in and are adequately compensated for these roles. We also ask you to 
provide authority for Ginnie Mae to securitize FHA-HFA Multifamily Risk-Sharing 
program loans. 

The National Council of State Housing Agencies' (NCSHA) members are the 
HFAs of the 50 states, the District of Columbia, New York City, Puerto Rico, and the 
U.S. Virgin Islands. HFAs administer a wide range of affordable housing and 
community development programs, including HOME, Section 8, homelessness 
assistance, down payment assistance, state housing trust funds, tax-exempt Housing 
Bonds, and the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (Housing Credit). HFAs effectively 
employ these resources to advance their common public-purpose mission of providing 
affordable housing to the people of their jurisdictions who need it. 

HOME Investment Partnerships Program 

HOME program funding is vital to the production and provision of housing 
affordable to low-income families and has a long record of tremendous success in doing 
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so. Yet, HOME has received devastating cuts in recent years. HOME funding has been 
cut almost in half since FY 2010. Just since FY 2011, HOME appropriations have been 
cut by 38 percent— from $1.6 billion to $1 billion in FY 2014, a historically low funding 
level. We appeal to you to spare the HOME program from further cuts and to fund 
HOME at $1.6 billion, equal to its FY 2011 funding level. The need for HOME funding 
vastly exceeds the amount available. 

We also request that the Subcommittee resist further reducing the amount of this 
flexible funding source going directly to states and localities by not including any set- 
asides within the HOME program account. 

In these tight budgetary times, the HOME formula grant is one of the best 
housing investments Congress can make. HOME'S flexibility allows states and 
localities to determine how to put limited HOME funds to their best use. HFAs use 
HOME to serve the whole spectrum of housing need, from homeless to ownership to 
disaster recovery, from urban to rural areas, and all low-income populations, including 
families with children, the elderly, veterans, and persons with special needs. HOME 
funding is necessary to help states and localities respond to urgent housing needs. 

HOME funds must be used to assist families with low incomes, those earning 80 
percent of area median income (AMI) or less. State HFAs reported that more than half 
of their HOME-funded units in 2012 assisted very low-income families, those earning 50 
percent of AMI or less, and approximately one-quarter of the units assisted extremely 
low-income families, those earning 30 percent of AMI or less. 

HOME has an outstanding track record of success. States and localities have 
used HOME funding to produce more than 1.1 million affordable homes, in addition to 
making homes affordable for hundreds of thousands of families with direct rental 
assistance. 

Further, every federal HOME dollar generates more than four dollars in 
additional public and private investment. HOME funds have leveraged more than $110 
billion in additional funds for affordable housing. HOME funding is a vital piece in 
financing numerous affordable housing developments— many of which would not be 
able to move forward without its assistance. HOME complements and supports many 
critical federal housing programs, such as the Low Income Housing Tax Credit, making 
developments financially feasible and achieving deeper income targeting than would 
otherwise be possible. 
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NCSHA also supports the state-administered Housing Trust Fund and seeks a 
dedicated and sustainable funding source for it. However, the Housing Trust Fund is 
needed as a new resource for developing housing affordable to those with very low- 
and extremely low-incomes. It is not a replacement for appropriations to HOME and 
other HUD programs and should not be funded at their expense. 

Rental Assistance 


We recommend Congress provide adequate funding for project-based Section 8 
contracts and vouchers. These two programs serve some of our lowest income, most 
vulnerable people. We urge the Subcommittee to ensure the Section 8 accounts are 
funded such that all vouchers already in use are renewed and all contract renewals are 
funded for a full 12 months in order to maintain owner confidence in the program. 

NCSHA recommends that Congress provide the funding necessary for FTFAs 
and other public housing agencies (PHAs) to effectively administer project-based 
Section 8 assistance as Performance-Based Contract Administrators (PBCAs). We also 
support FfUD's request for authority to use grants or cooperative agreements to support 
HFAs and PHAs serving as PBCAs. 

We also ask that you provide the funding necessary for PHAs to effectively 
administer the voucher program. PHAs have experienced year-over-year proration of 
administrative fees, which has negatively impacted PHAs' ability to administer the 
voucher program. HFA project-based contract and voucher administrators play critical 
roles in providing rental assistance and we ask that you ensure that they are adequately 
compensated for them. 

Thank you for funding new incremental VASH vouchers in FY 2014. However, 
additional new unrestricted incremental vouchers are needed so we can help some of 
the millions of families who qualify for rental assistance but do not receive it. 
According to FFUD's most recent report on Worst Case Housing Needs, there was a 43.5 
percent increase from 2007 to 2011 in households with worst case housing needs- 
defined as very low-income renters not receiving government housing assistance who 
either pay more than half of their monthly income for rent, live in severely inadequate 
conditions, or both. 

We urge you also to provide flexible rental assistance to state HFAs that they can 
use for either project-based or tenant-based rental assistance. Such funding would 
allow states to address their production and affordability needs most effectively and to 
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serve more extremely low-income families by combining it with state-administered 
Housing Credit, Housing Bond, HOME, and other production resources. 

States consistently target their Housing Credit, Housing Bond, and HOME 
resources to households with incomes below the programs' statutory income limits. 
Yet, it is difficult— and sometimes impossible— to reach these households at a rent level 
they can afford without rental assistance. 

Ginnie Mae Securitization of Multifamily Risk-Sharing Loans 

We request that you provide authority for Ginnie Mae to securitize FHA-HFA 
Multifamily Risk-Sharing loans. Providing this authority will allow HFAs to reduce the 
cost of financing rental housing developments, making it possible to achieve lower 
rents and reach even lower income tenants. 

Under the FHA-HFA Risk-Sharing program, HFAs meeting rigorous financial 
standards are able to underwrite FHA multifamily loans in return for sharing the risk of 
any losses on those loans. This program has been very successful, with 26 HFAs 
financing nearly 1,000 loans, totaling nearly $6 billion in principal and supporting more 
than 110,000 affordable rental homes. 

If Girmie Mae were to securitize FHA-HFA Risk-Sharing loans, HFAs predict the 
interest rate on the underlying mortgages could be reduced by as much as 200 basis 
points, or 2 percent. This rate reduction would lower rents and potentially reduce the 
need for and cost of other federal housing subsidies. This authority would not increase 
government spending. In fact, it would generate revenue for the federal government 
according to the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), which estimates that allowing 
Ginnie Mae to securitize FHA-HFA Risk-Sharing loans would result in $20 million in 
mandatory savings over 10 years, or $2 million annually. 


We recognize the continued constrained fiscal environment in which you must 
craft your FY 2015 appropriations legislation. We urge you to consider the proven 
effectiveness of HOME and Section 8 rental assistance and the great unmet need for 
them, which has been further exacerbated in these difficult economic times, as you 
make your funding decisions. NCSHA appreciates this opportunity to offer a statement 
on behalf of these programs and we are ready to assist you in any way we can as you 
move forward with the FY 2015 appropriations process. 
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Testimony of Bipartisan Policy Center (BPC) Housing Commission 
Before the Subcommittee on Transportation, 

Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies 
United States House of Representatives 
Priorities for Fiscal Year 2015 Budget 
Friday, April 11, 2014 

As you work on the Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies 
Fiscal Year 2015 appropriations bill, it is our sincere hope that the Committee will maximize 
funding for our nation's federal rental assistance programs. These programs at the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development - Tenant-Based Rental Assistance, Project- 
Based Rental Assistance, and the Public Housing Capital and Operating Funds - provide vital 
support for millions of low-income famiiies who often struggle to make ends meet. 

As documented by the Bipartisan Policy Center Housing Commission in its report. Housing 
America's Future: New Directions for National Policy , our nation is in the midst of a prolonged 
and deepening rental affordability crisis. Persistent unemployment and years of stagnating 
wages have eroded family budgets. At the same time, the collapse of the homeownership 
market in 2008 has created millions of new renter households, increasing competition for an 
already inadequate supply of affordable rental homes and putting upward pressure on rents. By 
all projections, rental demand will continue to be strong for the foreseeable future. 

The Housing Commission has 21 members from both political parties who bring to the table a 
wide variety of professional experiences. I co-chair the commission along with former Senators 
George Mitchell, Kit Bond and Mel Martinez. The commission's report offers recommendations 
on a range of issues, including affordable rental housing, housing finance reform, rural housing, 
and the housing needs of our nation's seniors. 

Since we issued our report last year, the rental affordability crisis has worsened. According to 
Harvard's Joint Center on Housing Studies, more than half of all renters, or 21.1 million 
households, pay more than 30 percent of their incomes for housing (the traditional measure of 
affordability). Twenty-seven percent of all renters are "severely cost-burdened," paying more 
than 50 percent of their incomes just on housing costs. The situation is particularly dire for 
those at the bottom of the income ladder: a staggering 83 percent of renters with annual 
incomes under $15,000 were housing cost-burdened in 2011 (the most recent year for which 
data is available), including 71 percent whose housing costs consumed more than 50 percent of 
their budgets. 
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According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development's 2011 Worst Case 
Housing Needs report, nearly 80 percent of extremely low income renters report a rent burden, 
with 64 percent reporting a severe rent burden. 


Housing Cost Burden Among U.S. Renters, 2011 



Source: Steffen, Borry etal. Worst Case Housing Needs 2011: Report to Congress. (Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and Research, 2013), 30. 

The same report points out that In 2011, only 4.2 million rental units were affordable and 
available to the nation's 11.8 million extremely low income renter households, a major reason 
why extremely low-income renters face such high housing cost burdens. 

Rental Units and Renters by Affordability and Income Categories (in miilions, 2011) 



Source: Steffen, Barry etol Worst Cose Housing Needs 2011: Report to Congress. (Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and Research, 2013), 30. 
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Federal rental assistance programs serve as a lifeline for millions of low-income families, but 
the reach of these programs is limited by current funding levels. In fact, fewer than one in four 
eligible households receives federal rental assistance. In many communities. Section 8 Housing 
Choice Vouchers are subject to years-long waiting lists or are allocated by lottery. Without 
assistance, many families are forced to make difficult trade-offs, such as foregoing spending on 
basic necessities such as food, health care, and education, to pay the rent each month. Others 
double-up with friends or family, rent low-cost apartments that are unfit for habitation or 
located in dangerous neighborhoods, or even face homelessness. 

In our report, the Commission strongly endorsed the 1949 Housing Act goal of a "decent home 
and a suitable living environment for every American family." We noted that the poorest 
households among us suffer tremendous burdens. Increasing levels of poverty— particularly 
among children, elderly, and working families— give us a strong sense of urgency about reform 
to existing programs. Working to address these critical needs and achieve the goal laid out in 
1949 is, of course, an ongoing enterprise requiring a sustained policy commitment and the 
dedication of adequate resources. 

At this moment in our nation's history, as you and your colleagues work to put the federal 
government's fiscal affairs in order, we believe there must be a rebalancing of federal 
expenditures on housing with greater focus on helping our most vulnerable households— 
homeless people and those with extremely low incomes— and those who are suffering a 
temporary loss of income or a short-term crisis that may jeopardize their housing stability. We 
do not believe our nation's most impoverished families should be subject to a lottery system or 
spend years on a waiting list to obtain access to federal rental assistance. 

In order to meet the affordable housing needs of the nation's most vulnerable households and 
to ensure the overall quality of the housing stock, we recommended that the following four 
objectives guide federal housing policy; 

Ij Transition to a system in which our most vulnerable households, those with extremely 
low incomes (at or below 30 percent of area median income) are assured access to housing 
assistance if they need it. Assistance should be delivered through a reformed Housing 
Choice Voucher program that, over time, limits eligibility to only the most vulnerable 
families. 

2) Increase the supply of suitable, affordable, and decent homes to help meet both current 
and projected demand. To achieve this goal, the Commission recommends dedicating 
additional federal funding beyond current levels to address the capital backlog and ongoing 
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accrual needs in public housing to preserve the value of prior investments and improve 
housing quality for residents. 

3) Provide short-term emergency assistance for low-income renters (those with incomes 
between 30 and 80 percent of area median income) who suffer temporary setbacks to 
minimize harmful housing instability. This assistance could be used to help cover payment 
of security deposits, back rent, and other housing-related costs to improve residential 
stability and prevent homelessness. 

These recommendations, if fully implemented, would help to meet the needs of an additional 
five million vulnerable renter households and contribute to the elimination of homelessness- 
through production, preservation, and rental assistance. 

4) Implement a new performance-based system for delivering federal rental assistance 
that focuses on outcomes for housing providers and participating households. This system 
would evaluate success in five key programmatic areas: 

- improving housing quality; 

- increasing the efficiency with which housing assistance is delivered; 

- enabling the elderly and persons with disabilities to lead independent lives; 

- promoting economic self-sufficiency for households capable of work; and 

- promoting the de-concentration of poverty and access to neighborhoods of 
opportunity. 

Providers that achieve a high level of performance across these five areas should be 
rewarded with increased flexibility to depart from standard program rules, while 
substandard providers should be replaced. 

While the needs are great and growing, we also understand that federal resources are limited 
in today's budget-constrained environment. As you set priorities for funding, we urge you to 
put our nation's federal rental assistance programs at the top of the priority list and fund them 
to the fullest extent possible. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. The commission looks forward to continuing 
our dialogue with the Committee on the critical affordable rental housing challenges facing our 
country. 
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Written Testimony of the Andy Kunz, President & CEO of the 
US High Speed Rail Association 

Submitted to: House Appropriations Committee's Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing 
and Urban Development, and Related Agencies 

Date: April 11, 2014 

Re: Fiscal Year 2015 - Invest in High Speed Rail 
Request for FY 2015 

The US High Speed Rail Association is calling on Congress to fuliy fund the national high speed 
rail (HSR) network through the Department of Transportation and the Federal Railroad 
Administration with $20 billion per year for the next two decades, starting with $20 billion in 
FY 2015. It is critically important for America to fully fund the nation's 2l“ Century 
transportation systems in the upcoming MAP-21 re-authorization to create a national network 
of fast trains. 

Current Status of American Transportation System 

The nation's transportation systems are in need of major new investment and new systems for 
moving our citizens and goods around efficiently. 

The American transportation currently is: 

• Severely overloaded, carrying far higher loads than they were designed for. 

• 98% of America's transportation systems are dependent on a fuel source that is getting 
extremely difficult and expensive to produce (i.e. fossil fuels). 

• Our transportation system is outmoded and decades behind the entire world. 

• Driving and car use has been declining in America for nearly 10 years, while rail ridership 
has been Increasing rapidly during the same period. 

High Speed Rail is Best Investment to Address America's Transportation Problems 
It is time to create a 2l” Century system for America. Investment in HSR is the most efficient 
and cost effective way to providing the new transportation capacity America needs. HSR can be 
built for much less cost, is cheaper to operate, uses a tiny fraction of the energy (from 
electricity), and operates without congestion or delays - especially during rush hour and peak 
travel days/seasons. In addition to providing a whole new form of transportation, HSR also 
relieves congestion on highways and runways, making both systems function more effectively. 

Widespread Support Amongst American People for High Speed Rail 

There is widespread support amongst the American people for high speed rail with more than 
88% supporting fast trains for the nation. According to a recent Harris poll, two-thirds of 
support both state and federal investment in HSR systems. The American people want more 
options to the current limited transportation system. Both aviation and automobiles are 
performing worse and worse each year despite billions being poured into expansion projects. 
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High Speed Rail Delivers Innumerable Benefits 

High speed rail has proven successful everywhere in the world it has been built. Globally, HSR is 
extremely successful everywhere it's been built - currently operating in more than 20 countries 
(including the United Kingdom, France, Germany, Belgium, Spain, Italy, Japan, China, Korea, and 
Taiwan). High speed rail is under construction in more than 10 countries (including China, Spain, 
and Italy); and in development in another 14 countries (including Saudi Arabia, Qatar, Turkey, 
Morocco, Russia, Poland, Portugal, South Africa, India, Argentina, and Brazil). 

High speed rail will address many of the challenges America currently faces. The benefits of 
high speed rail are innumerable: 

• High speed rail (HSR) delivers very high-capacity, fast and efficient transportation so 
riders can get to their destinations quickly without delay. 

• A single HSR line can carry the equivalent of a 10-lane freeway. 

• HSR offers the most comfortable and reliable transportation system possible, especially 
for business travelers. With the ability to work the entire trip, fast boarding, no security 
delays, and direct links into downtowns and smaller cities, high speed rail is the business 
traveler's best way to get around. 

• HSR is the safest form of transportation ever invented, and has been operating in Japan 
for 50 years carrying more than 9 billion passengers without a single fatality. France has 
a similar record after 30 years. By comparison, 40,000 people are killed each year in 
America In car accidents, and 100,000 more are seriously injured. 

• HSR stimulates transit oriented development and the building of high density, walkable 
communities around the train stations. 

• HSR stimulates the development and expansion of other rail systems such as light rail 
and streetcars connecting directly into the high speed stations. 

Conclusion 

If America Is to continue its prosperity and stay competitive on the global scale, we need an 
efficient and robust transportation system. Our two biggest global competitors are China and 
Europe -and both already have great rail and high speed rail networks, and they are continuing 
to invest heavily in expanding these systems. In fact China's investment in new rail lines, 
including high speed rail, is upwards of $100 billion annually as part of a program to construct 
16,000 miles of HSR rail track by 2020. While we debate the merits of a proven system, China 
and other countries around the world are moving forward and building rail networks that will 
make their economies much more efficient and competitive. 

Please continue the national commitment to high speed rail by including $20 billion in the FY 
2015 budget. Given what we spend on other priorities, this is not a significant amount of 
money, especially considering that it will simultaneously promote economic development, 
create millions of jobs, solve energy and mobility problems, and set America up to save time, 
energy and money for decades to come. Investment in high speed rail more than pays for Itself. 

Thank you for your consideration of this critical investment in American mobility and economy. 
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NATIONAL CONGRESS OF AMERICAN INDIANS 


House Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and 
Related Agencies 

House Committee on Appropriations 
V.S. House of Representatives 
April 11,2014 

Written Testimony for Fiscal Year 2015 

On behalf of the National Congress of American Indians (NCAI), thank you for the 
opportunity to provide testimony for the record on transportation and housing for Indian 
Country. NCAI is the oldest and largest national organization in the United States and is 
steadfastly dedicated to protecting the rights of tribal governments to achieve self- 
determination and self-sufficiency. The federal appropriations for Indian programs 
within the U.S. Department of Transportation and U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development are important for tribes. Tribal infrastructure programs are critical 
to ensuring that tribal governments can provide for the economic and social well-being 
of their tribal members and members of the surrounding communities. NCAI looks 
forward to working with members of this Subcommittee as you consider the 
Departments’ Fiscal Year 2015. 

Tribal Transportation 

Surface transportation in Indian Country involves thousands of miles of roads, bridges, 
and highways. According to the latest National Tribal Transportation Facility Inventory 
(NTTFI), 4here are approximately 159,000 miles of roads and trails in Indian Country 
owned and maintained by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Tribes, and States and Counties. 
Of those, Indian tribes own and maintain 1 3,650 miles of roads and trails, of which only 
1,000 (or 7.3 percent) are paved and 12,650 miles are gravel, earth or primitive. 
However, these miles of roadways are still among the most underdeveloped and unsafe 
road networks in the nation, even though such routes are the primary means of access to 
American Indian and Alaska Native communities by tribal and non-Indian residents and 
visitors alike. Of the 27,500 miles owned and maintained by the BIA, only 7,100 miles 
are paved and 20,400 miles are graveled, earth or primitive. 

These roads are the primary means of travel for Indian people across the nation, but they 
remain the most underdeveloped road system that exists in the United States. Safety 
issues for Indian tribes are important because many tribal communities are vulnerable by 
unsafe and often inaccessible roads, bridges, and ferries. Indian Country suffers injury 
and death driving and walking along reservation roadways at rates far above the national 
average. According to the Federal Highway Administration, “American Indians have the 
highest rates of pedestrian injury and death per capita of any racial or ethnic group in the 
United States.” Over the past 25 years, 5.962 fatal motor vehicle crashes occurred on 
Indian reservation roads, with 7,093 lives lost. 

While the number of fatal crashes in the nation declined 2.2 percent during this time 
period, the number of fata! motor vehicle crashes per year on Indian reservations 
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increased 52.5 percent. Adult motor vehicle-related death rates for American indians/Alaska 
Natives are more than twice that of the general population. These statistics are shocking and cry out 
for major changes in Federal transportation safety programs serving Indian Country. 

The current transportation authorization. Moving Ahead for Progress in the 2 1st Century (MAP-21) 
restructured the transportation programs for Indian tribal governments by establishing and 
consolidating the Tribal Transportation Program (TTP) (formerly the Indian Reservation 
Programs), eliminating the separately funded IRR Bridge Program and High Priority Project 
Program (IRRHPP) and creating discretionary grants within the TFP for tribal bridges and highway 
safety programs and projects. MAP-21 changed the regulatory funding formula for allocating TTP 
“tribal shares” for transportation construction that the BIA and FHWA must phase in over a number 
of years. MAP-21 also revamped the Section 5311 (c) Public Transportation on Indian Reservations 
Program (Tribal Transit Program) administered by the Federal Transit Administration, by 
establishing a statutory formula for allocating transit funds among eligible Indian tribes, and 
increased funding. 

Department of Transportation FY 2015 Request 

For FY 2015, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) requested the following for tribal 
transportation related programs: 

• Tribal Transportation Program fITP): NCAl supports the increase of $507 million for TTP to 
improve repair and construct existing infrastructure. 

• Public Transportation on Indian Reservations (53}I(c)): NCAI supports the increase of $35 
million for the Tribal Transit Program. 

• Highway Traffic Safety Grant-Section 402-Jndian Highway Safety Program: For FY 2015 
Budget request for this program is $4.8 million. The Highway Traffic Safety Grant-Section 402- 
Indian Highway Safety Program is administered by BIA. NCAl supports an increase for this 
program because the purpose of Section 402 is to support highway safety plans to help reduce 
fatalities and injuries on highways. According to the BIA Indian Highway Safety Program (25 
CRF PART 181), this program is a competitive grant program, and is meant to assist tribes with 
their proposed Highway Safety Projects. The plans aim to reduce traffic crashes, reduce 
impaired driving crashes, increase occupant protection education, provide Emergency Medical 
Service training, and increase police traffic services. 

• Tribal Bridge Program: NCAl supports the increase to the Tribal Bridge set-aside from 2 
percent to 4 percent from current levels to address the backlog of needs for tribal bridges as 
many are deficient and in need of maintenance. 

• High Priority Projects Program: DOT's FY 2015 Budget Request establishes a 7 percent set- 
aside from the TTP for the Tribal High Priority Projects Program. As mentioned, MAP-21 made 
several programmatic changes to tribal transportation programs. One change was removing 
funding of the Tribal High Priorit)' Projects Program from the Highway Trust Fund to the U.S. 
Treasury General Funds with $30 million in authorized funding. Since the enactment of MAP- 
21 in FY 2013 and FY 2014, this program has not received any appropriations. This program is 
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cnjcial because it provides funding to tribes whose TTP annual funding allocation is inadequate 
to complete their highest priority projects, or for tribes that are impacted by emergency or 
disaster incidents that leave tribal transportation facilities unusable or inaccessible. NCAI 
supports the restoration of this essential program assist tribes to construct and rehabilitate their 
most pressing infrastructure needs, 

• Tribal Planning Set-aside: DOT’s FY 2015 Budget Request increases the tribal planning set- 
aside from 2 percent to 3 percent in order to further data collection requirements. Data 
collection for infrastructure planning and development is inadequate for tribes and this increase 
will assist tribes to be able to abide by the requirements of MAP-21. 

BIA Road Maintenance: 

Although the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) is not under the jurisdiction of this subcommittee, one 
of the important transportation programs for tribes is the BIA Road Maintenance program. The BIA 
implements, funds (which is appropriated through the Interior, Environment and Related Agencies 
appropriations bill), and is responsible for maintaining 29,500 miles of roads in Indian Country. 
The BIA Road Maintenance program is funded at approximately $25 million and its funding levels 
have remained stagnant for several fiscal year cycles, compromising highway safety in Indian 
Country, dramatically shortening the useful life of the BIA System and tribal roads and bridges, and 
undermining tribal economic development initiatives in Indian Country. For FY 2013, deferred 
maintenance for BIA roads is over $280 million. These staggering amounts of deferred maintenance 
on BIA roads are transportation and maintenance are costs that fall directly on tribes — Indian 
Country cannot afford to divert their scarce resources to transportation infrastructure that is BIA’s 
responsibility. NCAI has expressed our concern in testimony submitted to the House Subcommittee 
Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies. 

Housing 

Housing is a core necessity for tribal communities. While tribes have made great strides toward 
improving housing conditions in their communities through the Native American Housing 
Assistance and Self- Determination Act (NAHASDA), the need for adequate, affordable housing 
for low income Indian people persists. Native Americans still face some of the worst housing and 
living conditions in the United States. Nearly 30 percent of homes in Indian Country rely on wood 
for heating; up to 18 percent are without phone service in some areas; and substandard housing 
conditions continue to prevail. According to the American Community Survey 2006-2010 data, 
Indian homes frequently lack utilities and infrastructure, with approximately 8.6 percent lacking 
complete plumbing facilities; 7.5 percent lacking kitchen facilities; and 18.9 percent lacking 
telephone service. 

Since the enactment of NAHASDA in 1996, tribal housing programs are moving into a new era for 
housing and community development — and using sustainable building practices and leveraging 
their NAHASDA and other federal funding. Today there are close to 500 Tribally Designated 
Housing Entities (TDHEs) in Indian Country. The NAHASDA effectively replaced the various 
Indian housing programs under the 1937 Housing Act and consolidated federal housing funds 
through direct block grants to the tribes and their TDHEs. It also authorized tribes to design and 
implement tribal housing and other community development infrastructure programs. The 
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NAHASDA has resulted in tens of thousands of more housing units being constructed, as well as 
increased tribal capacity to address related infrastnicture and economic development challenges. 

The NAHASDA authorizes several programs and activities that are in need of additional funding, 
including: the Indian Housing Block Grant; Indian Community Development Block Grant; Sections 
184 and 184A Guarantee Loan Program; Title VI Guarantee Loan Program; and NAHASDA's 
Training and Technical Assistance Funding- 

Department of Housing and Urban Development- FY 2015 

The President’s FY 2015 Budget request for the Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD): 

Indian Housing Block Grant (IHBG): NCAI recommends that the IHBG be funded at not less than 
$675 million. IHBG funding is important for housing development, construction, infrastructure, 
maintenance, and repair in Native communities. These funds also assist tribal governments and 
TDHEs to leverage other funds, such as low-income housing tax credits. 

Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund (Section 184): NCAI supports the increase of HUD’s Budget 
Request for FY 2015 of $8 million. Section 1 84 program is important for tribal members to become 
homeowners on tribal lands. 

Indian Community Development Block Grant (ICDBG): NCAI recommends that ICDBG be funded 
at not less than $70 million. This funding provides much needed resources to improve the overall 
economic and community development groundwork for tribal communities. 

Training and Technical Assistance: NCAI recommends that this program be funded at not less than 
$4 million. Building tribal capacity is essential for tribes to enhance their housing and community 
development projects. 

Conclusion 

NCAI is committed to improving and strengthening tribal governments and their communities by 
ensuring Indian tribes receive adequate federal infrastructure funding which is essential for our 
communities to prosper. 
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Outside Witness Testimony - FY 2015 Appropriations 

Submitted by the National Association of Local Housing Finance Agencies for itself and the 
other members of the CDBG Coalition including U.S. Conference of Mayors, National 
Association of Counties, National League of Cities, National Association for County Community 
and Economic Development, National Community Development Association, American 
Planning Association, National Association of Development Organizations, Council of State 
Community Development Agencies, National Association of Housing and Redevelopment 
Officials, National Urban League, Habitat for Humanity International, National Rural Housing 
Coalition, Local Initiatives Support Corporation, YWCA USA, International Economic 
Development Council and Rebuilding Together. 

John C. Murphy 

Executive Director, National Association of Local Housing Finance Agencies, Washington, DC 
202-367-1 197; jmurphy@nalhfa.org 

Subcommittee: Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development and Related 
Agencies, House Committee on Appropriations 

Program and Agency: Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME Investment 
Partnerships (HOME) programs at the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 

April 11,2014 

The Honorable Tom Latham, Chairman 
Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and 
Urban Development and Independent Ageneies 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15 

The Honorable Ed Pastor, Ranking Member 
Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and 
Urban Development and Independent Agencies 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 1 5 

Dear Chairman Latham and Ranking Member Pastor: 

The undersigned organizations of local elected officials and local affordable housing and 
community development and economic development professionals and non-profit organizations 
write to you concerning FY 201 5 appropriations for the Community Development Block and 
HOME Investment Partnerships programs. Specifically, we wish to urge the Transportation and 
Housing and Urban Development Appropriations Subcommittee to reject recommendations 
contained within the Administration’s FY 20 1 5 budget recommending “reforms” of these 
programs. 
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Like other national organizations we urge you to support $3.3 billion in formula funding for the 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program. We also recommend that HOME be 
funded at $ 1 .2 billion. We specifically oppose the Obama Administration’s proposals to reduce 
CDBG formula grant funding to $2.8 billion and reduce HOME formula grants to $950 million. 

We want to advise that we do not support the establishment of a minimum funding threshold of 
approximately $350,000 for CDBG entitlement grants, which was recommended in the 
President’s FY 2014 and 2015 budgets (we’re still awaiting the details). This would adversely 
affect an estimated 340 smaller communities who are currently implementing programs that are 
responsive to their needs. This would force them to compete for limited state funds without any 
positive benefit to either them or the state. We also oppose the Administration’s proposal to 
repeal the grandfathering provisions in CDBG for metropolitan cities and urban counties. Again, 
this would seriously disrupt on-going programs. 

Based on FY 2014 allocations in Iowa, the City of West Des Moines and the City of Cedar Falls 
would be denied direct funding because their allocations were $234,762 and $249,953 
respectively, and thus below the $350,000 threshold. 

CDBG provides vital funding and flexibility to address local needs in the areas of community 
and economic development, housing, infrastructure and vital public services. Over 1 ,200 
communities rely on CDBG as a direct source of annual funding. Moreover, each year, an 
estimated 7,250 local governments nationally have access to CDBG funds reaching rural, urban, 
and suburban areas. CDBG helps create jobs through the expansion and retention of businesses. 

Since FY2010, funding for CDBG has been cut by over $1 billion, yet the need for these 
important resources has continued to grow. While we understand the need to address the federal 
budget deficit, we also understand the value of the local investments made by CDBG. We are 
deeply concerned that these investments are in Jeopardy due to the Obama Administration’s 
FY2015 proposed budget cuts to CDBG and HOME. 

In this economy. State and local governments and their non-profit partners need these programs 
more than ever to provide a lifeline and support to seniors, victims of domestic violence, the 
homeless, the disabled, youth, and our veterans, to name a few. To this day, both programs 
remain the principal source of resources for localities to use in devising flexible solutions to 
provide services to the most vulnerable and to prevent physical, economic, and social 
deterioration in lower-income neighborhoods and communities throughout the nation. 

CDBG and HOME make their way into the local economy through an extensive network of non- 
profit organizations and local contractors and businesses and remains a lifeline for families and 
communities. Since FY 2005, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
has collected accomplishment data for the CDBG program. Based on the data that grantees have 
reported to HUD over the past nine years (FY05-FY13), CDBG has created jobs, assisted 
businesses, leveraged additional funding, and provided critical services, affordable housing, and 
public improvements. It also reaches communities across the country. 
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CDBG Facts 

•Nearly 1,200 state and local governments receive CDBG funds directly and over 7,200 
communities - rural, suburban, and urban - have access to the funds through their states. 

•CDBG is a jobs generator. Between FY05-FY13, CDBG created/retained 330,546 jobs. 
•CDBG assists businesses. Since FY07, CDBG has provided direct assistance to 220,695 
businesses. 

•CDBG leverages other funds. For every $1 .00 of CDBG investment, another $4.05 in private 
and public dollars is leveraged. 

•CDBG provides safe, decent, affordable housing. Between FY05-FY13, CDBG assisted 
over one million low- and moderate-income homeowners rehabilitate their homes, provided 
down payment and closing cost assistance to qualified home buyers, and assisted homeowners 
with lead-based paint abatement, among other activities. 

•CDBG provides crucial public improvements to communities. Between FY05-FY1 3, 

CDBG public improvements benefitted over 33 million low- and moderate-income people 
nationwide. These public improvements included senior centers, child care centers, group homes 
for persons with disabilities, shelters for victims of domestic violence and homeless veterans, 
health clinics providing vaccinations and dental care to low-income children, sanitary water and 
sewer systems, safe streets, and improved drainage systems, among others. 

•CDBG provides needed public services. Between FY05-FY 1 3, CDBG provided public 
services to over 105 million low- and moderate-income households. These services included 
employment training, meals and other services to the elderly, services to help abused and 
neglected children, assistance to local food banks, and many other services. 

Based on program and grantee information, the HOME program has been a catalyst in 
developing and preserving affordable housing for very-low and extremely-low income 
households. It also generates jobs, leverages additional funding, and reaches communities across 
the country. 

HOME Facts 

•Over 600 state and local governments receive HOME funds. 

•HOME creates affordable housing. Since 1992, the program has created over one million 
units of decent, safe, affordable housing. 

•HOME assists extremely-low income populations. More than 50% of HOME funds have 
been used to assist very-low income and extremely low-income households. 

•HOME leverages other funds. For every $ 1 .00 dollar of investment, another $4.00 in public 
and private resources is leveraged. 

•HOME reaches communities across the country; urban, rural, and suburban. 

•HOME creates jobs; every $ 1 million in HOME funds creates or preserves approximately 1 8 
jobs. 
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In closing, the CDBG and HOME programs support local economies by providing resources for 
the needy, local job creation, housing assistance, and opportunities for growth. Both programs 
have suffered major cuts in funding in recent years and continued cuts would have a significant 
impact on the loss of jobs, loss of assistance to low- and moderate-income people, and would 
particularly impact vulnerable populations such as the homeless, children, and the elderly. We 
urge you to prioritize a commitment for funding for both programs in the FY15 House THUD 
spending bill and to provide at least $3.3 billion for CDBG formula grants and at least $1.2 
billion for HOME formula grants. 

Thank you again for your past leadership and support of these critical programs. 
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Outside Witness Testimony 
submitted by 

Nancy Bernstine, Executive Director 
National AIDS Housing Coalition 
before 

House Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development 
and Related Agencies for Fiscal Year 201S 
April 11, 2014 

The National AIDS Housing Coalition (NAHC) is a nonprofit housing policy and advocacy organization 
working to end the HIV/AIDS epidemic by ensuring that persons living with HIV have quality, affordable 
and appropriate housing. NAHC advances this goal through policy and resource advocacy, by fostering, 
translating and disseminating research findings on the link between housing and HiV health outcomes, 
and by convening leaders at the local, national, and international levels. NAHC is the only national 
organization that focuses specifically on the housing and housing-related service needs of low-income 
people living with HIV/AIDS, and NAHC’s network of members includes people living with HIV/AIDS in all 
parts of the U.S. who rely on federal housing assistance to ensure the stability necessary to benefit from 
lifesaving HIV treatment. On their behalf, we ask that you fund the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development's highly successful and cost effective Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS 
Program (HOPWA) at a level of at least $350 million for FV2015. 

Housing need among low-income Americans living with HIV far exceeds available housing assistance. 
HUD reports that during the 2012-2013 program year, HOPWA grantees were able to serve less than 
one-third of the HOPWA-eligible low-income households living with HIV in their communities who had a 
current unmet housing need.' While funding HOPWA for $350 million In FY2015 would provide 
assistance to far fewer than the actual number of people with HIV/AIDS that are eligible for, and in need 
of, HOPWA housing assistance, it would permit assistance for an additional approximately 6,600 
households beyond the 56,440 unduplicated households served during the 2012-2013 program year. 

The community recommendation for FY2015 is lower than the recommendation for Fy2014 as a 
reflection by the HIV/AID5 housing community of current economic challenges. 

As more people are living longer with HIV/AID5 and require housing assistance, unmet need is significant 
across the country. Many jurisdictions neither maintain nor publish HIV/AID5 housing waiting lists. NAHC 
collects anecdotal data on unmet need from its membership and supporters. This data continues to 
document staggering demand - unacceptable among a population infected with a chronic, infectious, 
communicable, and potentially mortal disease for whom lack of housing poses not only a risk to their 
ability to access and adhere to care and treatment but a potential public health threat. For example, 915 
households with HIV are on the current waitlist for housing assistance maintained by JRI, Inc., the 
Boston provider that was headed until recently by the new director of the Office of National AID5 Policy, 
Douglas Brooks. Need is growing in nearly every region of the country, including areas not typically 
considered epicenters of the AID5 epidemic. Providers in Portland, Maine report 99 individuals on the 
waitlist for HOPWA assistance; Iowa reports 38 households with an unmet need; in El Paso, TX, 111 
people are on the HOPWA waitlist. And many homeless and unstably persons with HIV simply do not 
add their names to waiting lists, knowing that housing resources are not available or fearful of the 
stigma often associated with disclosure of their status. 
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A core imperative of NAHCs mission is to see housing acknowledged and appropriately funded as a 
critical and cost-effective component of HIV prevention and healthcare. It is now well understood that 
effective systems to prevent and treat HIV must take into account the social determinants of health- 
conditions of peoples' lives that directly or indirectly affect their vulnerability to HIV infection and their 
ability to benefit from HIV treatment." A strong and consistent body of research - much of it presented 
through the NAHC North American Housing and HIV/AIDS Research Summit series (see 
www.hivhousingsummit.org ) ~ identifies a person's housing status as one of the most powerful social 
factors Influencing HIV risk and health outcomes." 

While there is still no cure for HIV infection, we now know it is possible to dramatically reduce new 
infections and promote optimal health for people living with HIV through early and effective 
antiretroviral (ARV) treatment. ARV medications taken as prescribed reduce the amount of HIV virus in 
the blood to a very low level (described as viral suppression). HIV-positive persons who are viraily 
suppressed live longer, are healthier and are far less likely to transmit HIV to others. 

Homeless and unstably housed persons experience stressful environments and competing needs that 
result In poor HIV health outcomes at each point in the "HIV Care Continuum" or "treatment cascade" - 
the necessary steps in care from diagnosis of HIV infection to viral suppression through effective ARV 
treatment.*'' Compared to stably housed persons with HIV, those who lack secure housing are at higher 
risk of HIV infection, delayed diagnosis, limited access to care, poor health outcomes, and early death.'' 
In fact, researchers from the CDC found housing status a stronger predictor of HIV health outcomes than 
individual characteristics such as gender, race, age, drug and alcohol use, mental health issues, and 
receipt of social services, noting "this is an important finding, as it Indicates that housing Itself may 
improve the health of PLWHA."''* 

Homeless and unstably housed persons are among those at highest risk of acquiring or transmitting HIV 
Infection - with homelessness Independently associated with increased rates of behaviors that can 
transmit HIV, even after adjusting for other factors that may account for increased HIV vulnerability.''" 
For example, a recent study found that among young men who have sex with men (MSM) - a group at 
highest risk of acquiring HIV -those who lack stable housing are over three times as likely as their 
housed counterparts to engage in high risk sexual behaviors.''"' 

Studies also consistently show that homelessness and housing instability are Independently linked with 
poor HIV health outcomes and failure to achieve or sustain viral suppression, after controlling for other 
factors known to impact treatment effectiveness such as substance use and mental health needs.’* One 
large study of homeless men found that only 18% of those for whom ARV treatment was clinically 
appropriate reported being on ARV medications, due primarily to their inability to meet competing 
needs for food, hygiene, and shelter.* A recent study of HIV treatment outcomes among all persons 
(n=862) newly diagnosed with HIV infection in San Francisco over a two-year period found that 
homelessness was one of the strongest independent predictors of not entering into HIV care following 
diagnosis and of failure to achieve viral suppression. ** 

Significantly, rigorous research, Including two randomized controlled trials, shows that housing 
assistance significantly improves health outcomes. Including rates of viral suppression, among homeless 
and unstably housed people with HIV. A study of the Chicago Housing for Health Project (CHHP) project 
found that homeless HIV-positive participants who received an immediate housing placement were 
twice as likely after twelve months to be viraily suppressed as HIV-positive study participants randomly 
assigned to continue to receive the usual care available in their community.*" Outcomes from the 
Housing and Health (H&H) Study conducted by the CDC and the HUD HOPWA program show that 
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participants who continued to experience homelessness during the study period were significantly less 
likely to achieve viral suppression than persons who did not report homelessness.*"' Moreover, housing 
assistance has been found to improve HIV health regardless of co-occurring Issues -a community 
residence for formerly homeless people with HIV recently reported that 69% of residents achieved viral 
suppression despite active drug use.*"' 

These studies not only link housing assistance to better health outcomes, but also show that public 
spending on housing is a wise investment. Dollars spent on housing generate offsetting savings in 
avoidable healthcare costs by improving health care utilization and preventing new HIV infections. 
Receipt of a CHHP housing placement reduced overall public spending for HIV-positive participants by an 
average of $6,600 per person per year when compared with HIV-positive study participants who 
remained in usual care in their community. " H&H researchers used study outcomes to calculate the 
cost-utility of HOPWA housing assistance as an HIV health intervention, taking into account the cost of 
the housing services, savings from prevented HIV transmissions and reductions In avoidable emergency 
medical care - finding that housing is a cost-effective HIV health Intervention with a cost per quality 
adjusted life year comparable to well-accepted medical and public health services.’"'* 


There has been some national progress on evidence -based action on housing and HIV/AiDS. The July 
2010 National HiV/AIDS Housing Strategy recognizes that housing is healthcare for people with HIV/AIDS 
and calls for increased resources and calls on federal agencies to consider additional efforts to support 
housing assistance and other services to enhance adherence. In addition, in July 2012, the Department 
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of Health and Human Services included housing as one of seven common core indicators to monitor 
HHD-funded prevention, treatment and care services- Despite these advances, no additional resources 
have been made available for housing. 

NAHCs geographically diverse board has adopted Principles for Reauthorization which acknowledge the 
need for updating the HOPWA formula to count living HIV/AIDS and protecting programs from 
destabilization by withdrawal of funds. With the FY15 budget HUD has, as directed by the National 
HIV/AIDS Strategy, submitted legislation to update the formula to yield an allocation of resources more 
directly tied to the current geographic distribution of the epidemic. Until the formula is modernized, we 
ask that the Committee support levels of funding for the program in its current formulation that will 
permit some of those waiting to be served. 

In order to maximize HOPWA's effectiveness, HIV/AIDS housing providers rely on a variety of federal 
resources to house and serve residents. Thus, we urge adequate funding for Homeless Assistance 
Grants, Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers, public housing, the 811 program for people with disabilities, 
and the range of housing programs relied upon by people coping with HIV/AIDS. 

We respectfully request the Subcommittee to consider protecting and expanding resources in the 
Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS Program, a proven, effective HIV prevention and 
healthcare intervention. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Nancy Bernstine, Executive Director 
National AIDS Housing Coalition 
727 15th Street, NW, 11th Floor 
Washington, DC 20005 
Nancy@nationalaidshousing.org 
Phone: (202) 347-0333 
Fax: (202) 347-3411 


' HOPWA Performance Profile - National Program, 2012-2013 Program Year, Year-to-Date Summary, 
httos://www.onecDd.info/resource-librarv/hopwa-Derformance-orofiles/ 

" Dean, H.D. & Fenton, K.A. (2010). Addressing Social Determinants of Health in the Prevention and Control of 
HIV/AIDS, Viral Hepatitis, Sexually Transmitted Infections, and Tuberculosis. Public Health Rep., 125 (Suppi 4): 1-5. 

Aidala, A.A, et ai. (2012). Housing status and the health of people living with HIV/ AIDS: A systematic review. 
Presented at the XIX International AIDS Conference, Washington, D.C., July 2012; Leaver C.A. et ai. (2007). The 
effects of housing status on health-related outcomes in people living with HIV: A systematic review of the 
literature. AIDS and Behavior, 11 (Supp 2): 85-100. 

''' Aidala, A., & Sumartojo, E. (2007). Why housing? AIDS & Behavior , 11 (6)/Supp 2: S1-S6. 

'' Wolitski, R., Kidder, D. & Fenton, F. (2007). HIV, homelessness, and public health: Critical Issues and a call for 
increased action. AIDS & Behavior, ll(6)/Supp 2: S167-S171. 

Kidder, D., et al. (2007a). Health status, health care use, medication use, and medication adherence in homeless 
and housed people living with HN/MDS, American Journal of Public Health, 97(12): 2238-2245. 

Kidder, D., et al. (2008). Housing status and HIV risk behaviors among homeless and housed persons with HIV. 
JAIDS, 49(4): 451-45S; Aidala, A., et at. (200S). Housing status and HIV risk behaviors: Implications for prevention 
and policy, A/DSond Behavior, 9(3); 2S 1-265. 

Haikitis, P.N., et al. (2013). Individual, psychosocial, and social correlates of unprotected anal intercourse in a 
new generation of young men who have sex with men in New York City- Am J Public Health, 103(5): 889-895. 
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Puyallup Tribe of Indians 



WRITTEN TESTIMONY 

SUBMITTED TO THE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING, AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

ON DOT HUD TRANSPORTATION APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE TRIBAL 
TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 


HERMAN DILLON SR., TRIBAL CHAIRMAN 
PUYALLUP TRIBE OF INDIANS 
APRIL 11,2014 

Good afternoon. Thank you for the opportunity to testify on the reauthorization of the federal 
transportation legislation that manages the Tribal Transportation Program. My name is Herman 
Dillon Sr. and I am the Chairman of the Puyallup Tribe of Indians located in Washington State. 

1 am enthusiastic to testify on the reauthorization of federal transportation legislation, namely the 
Tribal Transportation Program currently funded under MAP-21 at 450 million dollars annually. The 
testimony I am providing today is predicated under 3 components of the Tribal Transportation 
Program. 

• 2% Tribal Transportation Safety Program Set Aside 

• 2 % Tribal Transportation Program Bridge Set Aside 

• Tribal Transportation Program Road Maintenance Funding 

Before expanding on the details of the Tribal Transportation Program 1 would first like to recognize 
its successes and how important a program like this is to the Puyallup Tribe of Indians. 

Successes of the Tribal Transportation Program 

Congress has increasingly recognized the importance of funding transportation projects in Indian 
Country through appropriations first under The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (ISTEA) where regular funding was established. Under The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) congress increased funding 
for tribal road projects and allowed tribes to demonstrate the deficiencies in road infrastructure by 
letting them input data in road inventories with the Bureau of Indian Affairs. The current legislation 
MAP-21 increased the level of funding further as well as authorized a 2% set aside to develop a 
Safety Program. These actions are a positive step in addressing both the demonstrated need of 
increased transportation funding and the importance of providing safe and equitable transportation in 
Indian Country. 


The Puyallup Tribe has utilized the Tribal Transportation Program to provide safe and equitable 
transportation to its major facilities and services. The Tribe has partnered with local jurisdictions to 
match funds on mutually beneficial projects and work to identify common transportation needs and 
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goals. This has empowered the Tribe to be a partner to improve safety, promote economic 
development, and voice not just tribal transportation goals, but goals for the surrounding region. 

Additionally, program funds have also gone towards improving bridges and roads that further the 
Tribe's access in exercising its cultural, fishing, and hunting treaty rights. The Tribe recently 
completed a washed-out bridge that had limited the State and Tribe’s access to a key watershed. The 
completion of this bridge has allowed the Puyallup Tribe to improve the local fishery. Without this 
funding these waters may have never seen salmon run in their streams again. 

2% Tribal Transportation Safety Program Set Aside 

The Puyallup Tribe is currently developing a Transportation Safety Plan to focus on preventative 
measures as well as address unsafe roads that can be prioritized for funding under the Tribe’s 
Transportation Improvement Program. Through this evaluative process the Tribe is discovering 
deficiencies in our transportation network that would not have been identified without the specific 
2% Tribal Transportation Safety Program Set Aside. The Puyallup Tribe is collaborating with local 
jurisdictions to lower the rate of vehicular related accidents on reservation and local roads in the area. 

Despite these benefits the 2% Tribal Transportation Safety Program Set Aside is severely 
underfunded. Once Tribes develop their Transportation Safety Plan 9 million can only address so 
many safety projects. While the rate of traffic related deaths have decreased overall in the United 
States in the past 40 years the rate for Native Americans has skyrocketed. The 2% set aside is a 
positive step in alleviating this problem but the demonstrated unmet need found in the safety plans 
being developed will go largely unfunded with so few dollars appropriated to actually addressing the 
problems. 

2% Tribal Transportation Program Bridge Set Aside 

The Puyallup Tribe of Indians relies on several bridges for access to essential services like education, 
health care, and police enforcement. One of the biggest concerns for the Puyallup Tribe is the 
declining condition of bridges that span various rivers within the reservation. Currently, out of the 9 
non-rail oriented bridges the average sufficiency rating is 37.1 out of 100, almost all being 
structurally deficient, and not built to withstand a major earthquake. Many of these bridges already 
hold weight restrictions limiting container traffic and the economic development of the Port of 
Tacoma. The livelihood of both the Puyallup Tribe and Washington State are at stake given these 
poor bridge conditions and our reliance on them as corridors for economic growth. 

The 2 % Tribal Transportation Program Bridge Set Aside is funded at 9 million dollars. Last year the 
program funded 1 8 bridges for 1 1 tribes. The set aside program is poorly funded and could only 
amount to a fraction of bridge for any of the bridges recommended to be replaced c urrently for 
seismic and safety concerns on the Puyallup Reservation. 
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Tribal Transportation Program Road Maintenance Funding 


Maintaining tribal roads remains a challenge when tribes are using Tribal Transportation Program 
funds to develop new roads and bridges. Reservation roads typically do not qualify for many surface 
transportation grants and score quite poorly under the programs available at the State and regional 
program level. Tribal Transportation Program funds can be used by a Tribe for maintenance of tribal 
transportation facilities, up to a limit of 25% of the allocation to the Tribe or $500,000, whichever is 
greater. Based off of how many tribes structure their maintenance program funds in lieu of their road 
construction funds I would urge to eliminate 25% cap language so that tribes can flexibly apply these 
funds when needed. 


Conclusion 

The Tribal Transportation Program has provided many opportunities for tribes like the Puyallup Tribe 
to partner with neighboring jurisdictions to provide regional connectivity, safety, and economic 
development. Tribes have executed regionally significant projects that benefit natives and non- 
natives alike but have also portrayed a demonstrated need for more funding. 9 million dollars for 
both the safety and bridge 2% set asides for all 562 recognized federal tribes is inadequate. 
Additionally, eliminating the conditions of Tribal Transportation Program funds on maintenance is a 
no-cost solution in providing greater sovereignty and flexibility to tribal road programs. 

Thank you for this opportunity in sharing our views on how the Tribal Transportation Program 
functions in Indian Country and the Puyallup Tribe. 
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CONE&- 

COALITIOX OF NORTBEASTSRN GOVERNORS 


Statement of the Coalition of Northeastern Governors 
to the United States House of Representatives 
Committee on Appropriations 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies 
Regarding FY2015 Appropriations for Transportation Programs 
April 11, 2014 

The Coalition of Northeastern Governors (CONEG) is pleased to share with the Subeommittee 
on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies this testimony on 
FY2015 appropriations for surface transportation and rail programs. The CONEG governors 
deeply appreciate the Subcommittee’s longstanding support of ftmding for these programs. The 
governors recognize that the Subcommittee faces a very difficult set of choices in an 
environment of severe fiscal constraints, the pending shortfall in the Highway T rust Fund (HTF), 
and the pending expiration of the current authorization of federal surface and rail transportation 
programs. Federal support is vital to maintaining the national transportation system, enhancing 
its capacity and resiliency to meet enormous and diverse needs, and contributing to a balanced, 
integrated national transportation system that supports the nation’s current and future economic 
growth. Therefore, the governors urge the Subcommittee to provide robust federal funding for 
these programs that are the foundation of the nation’s federal-state-local partnerships for surface 
transportation. 

Specifically, the CONEG governors urge the Subcommittee to: 

• Fund the highway obligation ceiling at the FY2014 appropriated levels as expeditiously as 
possible; 

• Expand the TIFIA program; 

• Fund federal public transit programs at the FY20 1 4 appropriated levels, with full funding for 
the transit formula grants and capital investment grant programs, and preserving the historic 
funding balance between these programs; 

• Fund Amtrak at levels that will support sound operations and a balanced capital investment 
program, including the NEC capacity improvements; 

• Maintain provisions to fund the Northeast Corridor lnfra.stiucture and Operations Advisory 
Commission; 

• Provide funding for the Intercity Passenger Rail Service Corridor Assistance Program for 
corridor planning and capital investment, including provisions for multi-state corridor 
planning; 

• Provide funding for the RRIF program and such national rail programs as the Rail Line 
Relocation program, the Next Generation Corridor Train Equipment Pool, and critical rail 
safety programs - including highway-rail grade crossing and pedestrian safety and trespass 
prevention and the railroad safety risk reduction program; 

• Provide $600 million for the TIGER program; and 

• Provide adequate funding for the Surface Transportation Board. 


400 Norlh Capisol S trees. \V •Suite 382 • Wa.sliington. DC 20001 * (202 1 (t24-S4.30 • Fax ( 202f fi24 840 ( 
E-mail coneg@sso.org • www.coneg.org 
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Surface Transportation 

The CONEG governors urge the Subcommittee in FY2015 to fund the highway obligation 
ceiling and public transit programs at least at the FY2014 levels and adequately fund safety and 
innovative financing programs. These levels of federal investment are the minimum needed to 
slow the decline in infrastructure conditions and maintain the safety and resiliency of the nation’s 
highways, bridges, and transit systems. 

Continued and substantial federal investment in these infrastructure improvements - in urban, 
suburban, exurban, and rural areas - is necessary to safely and efficiently move people and 
products and to ensure seamless connections while supporting the substantial growth in freight 
movement projected in the coming decades. Specifically, the CONEG governors urge the 
Subcommittee to: 

• Fund the highway obligation ceiling at FY 20 1 4 appropriation levels; 

• Take swift action to replenish the Highway Trust Fund as expeditiously as possible to avoid 
delays or cancellations of projects and the ensuing economic impacts; 

• Provide flexibility to states to fund any non-National Highway System (NHS) bridge on the 
federal-aid highway system under the National Highway Performance Program (NHPP); 

• Include funding for infrastructure resilience planning and research to enable states to better 
assess their vulnerabilities to future weather events and reduce their risks; 

• Fund public transit programs at no less than the FY2014 appropriation levels, with full 
funding for the current transit formula grants and capital investment grants, preserving the 
historic funding balance between these programs; 

• Ensure that federal transit funds are released to states and designated recipients in a timely 
m anner; and 

• Expand access to the use of innovative financing and public-private partnerships to 
supplement direct federal funding, including federal loan guarantees and credit assistance, 
such as the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act program (TIFIA). 

Rail 

The governors deeply appreciate the Subcommittee’s continued support for Amtrak and the 
funding in prior years for intercity passenger rail capital assistance. As the Congress undertakes 
a new authorization of the rail programs, they urge the Subcommittee to again provide funding 
for intercity passenger rail capital assistance in FY20I5. This federal funding, in addition to the 
Amtrak funding, is crucial to the effective federal-state partnership that is currently developing 
intercity passenger rail corridors as part of a national, multi-modal transportation system. 

In the Northeast, continued, adequate federal investment is critical to bring the current Northeast 
Corridor Network system to a state of good repair; help expand its capacity to meet the growing 
ridership; provide improved service; attract state, local and private sector investments in the 
intercity passenger rail system; and develop a coordinated, comprehensive vision and plan for 
future services. Without this investment, future commerce and mobility could be curtailed in a 
region that is an economic engine for the nation. The Northeast states have already invested 
significantly in the passenger rail corridors of the region, and have leveraged federal funds 
appropriated for intercity passenger rail projects eligible under the framework created by PRIIA 
(P.L. 110-432). The intense efforts of the states, Amtrak and freight railroads in recent years are 
now showing positive results in the nation’s busiest rail corridor. 
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The support of this Subcommittee has helped make possible the recent joint planning and 
funding initiatives that are part of an on-going coordinated effort to improve service. These 
coordinated efforts focus on reducing travel times, increasing speed, increasing service reliability 
and on-time performance, and eliminating choke points - in part by improving infrastructure 
through station upgrades, replacing aging bridges and electrical systems, installing track and ties, 
replacing catenary wires, and purchasing new locomotives. 

Amtrak : The governors strongly urge the Subcommittee to provide Amtrak the specific funding 
levels requested in its FY2015 General and Legislative Annual Report. These funding levels 
will enable Amtrak to continue a balanced program of adequate, sustained capital investment in 
infrastructure and fleet modernization programs that are vital for an efficient, safe and high 
quality intercity passenger rail system. The Amtrak capital request encompasses investments 
urgently needed to maintain the Northeast Corridor: advance the Gateway Program to expand 
track, tunnel and station capacity between Newark, N.J., and New York Penn Station; acquire 
new equipment; and improve accessibility for passengers with disabilities. These funding levels 
will begin to address the backlog of deferred investments, and make investments in near-term 
improvements in track, bridges, tunnels and equipment that will increase the capacity of the NEC 
to offer more reliable, frequent intercity service that can deliver more riders to their destination 
in less travel time. Improvements on the NEC can also help address the congested highway 
corridors and crowded Northeast airports that are a major source of travel delays nationwide. 

Intercity Passenger Rail Corridors : To advance the initial investments made by the federal 
government and the states, the governors urge the subcommittee in FY2015 to fund a 
competitive Intercity Passenger Rail Corridor Capital Assistance Program, including provisions 
that fund the planning activities for the development of passenger rail corridors, including multi- 
state corridors. 

The governors thank the subcommittee for its past funding support of the planning activities for 
the Northeast Corridor - the NEC Future. This funding enabled the Federal Railroad 
Administration and the states to work cooperatively on the development of the programmatic 
environmental impact statement and a service development plan for the NEC through 2040. The 
work is expected to be completed by March 2015, and will provide the states and Amtrak the 
necessary framework to advance projects on the NEC. 

In recognition of the diverse travel markets served by the region’s passenger rail corridors, the 
governors urge that these grant funds be available to states to advance plans for reliable, travel- 
time competitive service, regardless of maximum speed requirements. In light of the past 
stringent FRA requirements for intercity passenger rail grants, they request the Subcommittee to 
waive the current statutory requirement that projects be part of an approved state rail plan, since 
this requirement might curtail thoughtful and well-advanced efforts already underway by the 
states. 

Northeast Corridor Infrastructure and Operations Advisory Commission : The governors thank 
the Subcommittee for its continued support of the Northeast Corridor Infrastructure and 
Operations Advisory Commission (Commission). To conduct the assessments required by 
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Congress in a timely manner, the Commission needs resources, data and expert analysis that 
exceed those currently available through the staff of the states, Amtrak and FRA. Continued 
funding in FY2015 will ensure the Commission’s ability to secure all essential resources for 
conducting these assessments. 

The Commission is actively engaged in the development of a standardized formula to determine 
and allocate the costs, revenues and contributions among Amtrak and NEC commuter railroads 
that use each other’s facilities and services. It is facilitating mutual cooperation and planning 
among the states, Amtrak, freight railroads, and the FRA so that all intercity, commuter and 
freight users of the Corridor can ma.ximize the economic growth and the energy and 
environmental benefits of the larger regional NEC Network. This work will also guide the vision 
and service development plans that are a pre-requisite to fund projects that can enhance the 
capacity of the NEC. 

Other Programs : A number of other national rail and intermodal programs are important 
components of federal-state-private sector partnerships to enhance passenger and freight rail. 

The Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing Program (RRIF) is an important tool 
for railroads (particularly regional and short-line railroads) and public agencies to access the 
financing needed for critical infrastructure and intermodal projects. The governors also 
encourage the Subcommittee to provide funding for the Rail Line Relocation program, the Next 
Generation Corridor Train Equipment Pool, and critical rail safety programs, including highway- 
rail grade crossing, pedestrian safet)' and trespass prevention, and the railroad safety risk 
reduction program. 

The governors support the continuation of the Transportation Investment Generating Economic 
Recovery (TIGER) Discretionary Grant program at $600 million to encourage investment in 
multi-modal, multi -jurisdictional or other road, rail, transit and port projects that help achieve 
critical national objectives. 

The Surface Transportation Board requires adequate funding to meet its expanded 
responsibilities for intercity passenger rail corridor service, including its specific responsibilities 
regarding equitable cost-sharing fonnulas among states, Amtrak and commuter railroads. 

In response to the considerable increase in crude oil shipments by rail, ship, and barge, as well as 
the increase in serious derailments involving the transportation of crude oil, the governors 
request that the Subcommittee ensure that adequate resources are available to protect the public, 
prevent spills and safeguard our natural resources. 

The CONEG governors thank the entire Subcommittee for the opportunity to share these 
priorities and appreciate your consideration of these requests. 
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CCD 


Consortium for Citizens 

WITH disabilities 

CONSORTIUM FOR CITIZENS WITH DISABILITIES (CCD), 

HOUSING TASK FORCE 

STATEMENT ON THE FV 2015 TRANSPORTATION-HUD APPROPRIATIONS BILL 

April 11, 2014 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following statement for the record by the co-chairs 
of the CCD Housing Task Force on FY 2-15 funding for the following HUD programs: 

1. Section 811 Project-Based Rental Assistance (PRA), 

2. Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program, and 

3. McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act. 

The CCD is a coalition of national consumer, advocacy, provider, and professional organizations 
working together with and on behalf of the 57 million children and adults with disabilities and 
their families living in the United States. CCD advocates for national public policy that ensures 
full equality, self-determination, independence, empowerment, integration and inclusion of 
children and adults with disabilities in all aspects of society. The CCD Housing Task Force 
advocates on behalf of the housing needs of people with the full range of disabilities, and 
strongly supports the expansion of high quality community based permanent and affordable 
housing for extremely low income people with significant disabilities. 

We are pleased to work with the Campaign for Housing and Community Development Funding 
(CHCDF), a coalition of national affordable housing and community development groups, to 
support HUD funding levels that meet the needs of low and moderate income renters and 
homeowners. 

FY 2015 Request for the Section 811 Project-Based Rental Assistance (PRA) Program 

HUD’S Section 811 program is an essential source of funding for permanent supportive housing 
(PSH) for nonelderly adults with significant disabilities. The President’s budget proposes a lot^ 
of $160 million for Section 81 1 in FY 2015, including $135 million needed to renew existing 
Project-Based Rental Assistance Contracts. Only $25 million is proposed for development of 
new PSH units under the new and highly cost-effective Section 8 1 1 Project-Based Rental 
Assistance (PRA) option authorized by Congress in the bipartisan Frank Melville Support 
Housing Investment Act of 2010. 

CCD’s Housing Task Force recoirunends that Congress provide $100 million for new PSH units 
under the Section 8 1 1 PRA program - for a total appropriation of $235 million - to address the 
critical need for community-based, affordable PSH for persons with significant disabilities and 
build on HUD’s successful implementation of the new PRA model. 
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HUD Section 81 1 PRA Program - A Record of Enormous Innovation and Success 

In FY 2012, Congress appropriated $85 milHon for the first year of the Section 81 1 PRA 
program - which HUD boosted to $98 million with unobligated Section 811 funding. Thirty-five 
states applied, demonstrating the extraordinary demand for new PSH for people living in costly 
institutional settings and people experiencing chronic homelessness. HUD awarded grants to 13 
states to create 3,530 new PRA units - triple the average number funded in two years under the 
'‘old” Section 81 1 program. 

HUD recently combined funding provided under FY 2013 and FY 2014 Continuing Resolutions 
into a single Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) totaling $120 million (approximately $100 
million from FY 2013 and $20 million from FY 2014). HUD expects to make between 12 and 18 
awards to states to fund as many as 4,000 new PSH units. 

FY 201 5 Appropriation Heeded for Integrated PSH under the Section 81 1 PRA Program 

According to a recent HUD Worst C'ase Needs report, American Community Survey data 
indicate that over 800,000 people with disabilities live in Group Quarters - which includes 
segregated Adult Care/Board and Care type facilities - rather than in integrated community- 
based PSH which can be created by Section 811 PRA funding. To help address these urgent 
needs, Congress should provide program funding for FY 2015 of at least $235 million to 
create as many as 3,500 Section 811 PRA units. 


Section 811 Project Rental Assistance Program 

FY 2012 FY 2013/2014 FY 2015 

Proposed Funding $98 M* $120 M** $25 M 

New Units 3,530 4,000 894 

*Final NOFA funding includes an $85 million appropriation plus approximately $13 million in 
reallocation of prior years’ unobligated funds. 

** Combined 2013 and 2014 final NOFA funding includes approximately $100 million in FY 
2013 funding and $20 million in FY 2014 funding. 


FY 2015 Funding for the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program 

Approximately 4.6 million non-elderly adults with significant disabilities are extremely poor 
because they rely on Supplemental Security Income (SSI) payments to meet their basic needs, 
including housing. Others receive disability benefits from Social Security, the Veterans 
Administration, or work for very low wages. In 2012, as a national average, SSI provided an 
annual income of only $8,712 - approximately 20 percent below the poverty line and equal to 
only 19 percent of Area Median Income.* According to a national study, in 2012, the average 


* Technical Assistance Collaborative and CCD Housing last Force, Priced Out in 2012. Reflects 2012 SSI payments for 

individuals with disabilities living independendy in the community', made up of the federal SSI payment plus the optional 
state-funded supplement provided by 21 states to all SSI recipients who live independently in the community'. 
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HUD Fair Market Rent for a one bedroom unit was 104 percent of monthly SSI.^ Without the 
permanent rental subsidy that Housing Choice Voucher provides, extremely low income people 
with disabilities often live in segregated institutional settings such as public institutions for 
people with mental disabilities, nursing homes, and adult care homes/board and care facilities, or 
become homeless. 

Successful Housing Choice Voucher Outcomes for People with Disabilities 

The critical rental subsidy provided by the Housing Choice Voucher program helps people with 
disabilities live successfully in permanent housing in the community — a major reason their 
participation in the HCV program has doubled over the past 15 years. In 2012, 626,825 non- 
elderiy households with disabilities were using vouchers - making up 29 percent of the 2. 1 
million households assisted. While most of these households have a “plain vanilla” voucher. 
Congress has long recognized the acute housing needs of people with disabilities through 
numerous appropriations that created a total of 50,000 Non-Elderly Disabled (NED) vouchers 
targeted to people with disabilities. 

NED vouchers have been deployed by HUD to address urgent disability housing needs 
including: (1) assisting people with disabilities adversely affected when PHAs and owners of 
HUD assisted housing designate their properties as “elderly only” housing policies; (2) targeting 
NED vouchers to assist people with disabilities transitioning from nursing homes to affordable 
housing in the community under Project Access; and (3) an innovative HUD partnership with the 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services to target NED vouchers to people moving from 
institutional settings into the community under the federal Money Follows the Person 
Demonstration. Over the past two years, HUD has also developed new guidance to assist states 
and PHAs collaborate to provide Housing Choice Vouchers to people covered by the U.S. 
Supreme Court’s Olmstead dtcxsion. 

The Housing Choice Voucher Program: An Essential Tool to Assist States Comply -with 

Olmstead Mandates 

Olmsteadv. Z,.C., 527 U.S. 58 1 (1999), is the landmark U.S. Supreme Court decision which 
affirmed that the unjustified segregation of individuals with disabilities - in settings such as 
nursing homes, public institutions, privately owned Board and Care facilities etc. - violates the 
Americans with Disabilities Act. At least 13 states have Olmstead Settlement Agreements 
negotiated with the U.S. Department of Justice or private litigation, and Olmstead activities are 
underway in other states. Recognizing this critical need, HUD has urged PHAs to assist states 
implementing Olmstead. Because of the number of vouchers lost to sequestration and the 
extremely low turnover rate of PHA vouchers currently leased, very few vouchers are available 
to assist with important Olmstead-XQ\^.iQ<^ activities. 

Restoring Housing Choice Vouchers Cut by Sequestration Would Help Target Housing Choice 
Vouchers for Olmstead 

CCD urges the Subcommittee to allocate $40 million in funding to provide 5,000 Housing 
Choice Vouchers to be made available to PHAs in states required by Olmstead-relzted legal 
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action to reduce reliance on segregated institutional or other residential settings for adults 
with disabilities. 

FY 2015 Request for McKinney-Vento Homeless Programs 

On a given night in 2013, around 92,600 individuals were experiencing chronic homelessness, 
meaning they had a disability such as severe mental illness and were homeless frequently or for 
long periods as a consequence. Although they comprise only 15 percent of all people who 
experience homelessness, people who are chronically homeless account for a disproportionate 
amount of public resources spent on uncompensated health care, jails and public safety efforts, 
behavioral health programs and other crisis interventions. 

With increased homeless assistance and other housing resources made available by HUD, the 
nation can make historic progress in 2015 to end chronic homelessness. CCD urges the 
Subcommittee to provide S2.40S billiou in FY 2015 for HUD’s McKinney-Veuto Homeless 
Assistance Grants to ensure we meet the goal of ending chronic homelessness by the end of 
2016. 

As noted above, permanent supportive housing (PSH) has been the proven solution for homeless 
individuals with disabilities. PSH programs provide affordable housing linked to community- 
based services such as health care, behavioral health treatment, and other ongoing supports. 

Once stable in housing, people recovering from chronic homelessness are able to access health 
care, preventive measures, and other services to help them remain housed and maximize their 
independence. 

Communities that strategically target PSH to the most vulnerable people experiencing 
homelessness have also seen significant reductions in public costs. For example: 

• Reduced Health Care Costs. In New York, reduced psychiatric hospitalizations resulted 
in an annual savings of $8,260 per person. In Denver and Los Angeles, annual reductions 
in physical health hospitalizations saved of $3,423 and $13,392 per person, respectively. 

• Lower Shelter Costs. Large annual savings were also generated as a result of reductions 
in shelter use - $3,799 and $6,844 per person in New York and Denver, respectively. 

• Improved Incarceration Costs. Savings from reductions in jail and prison use were 
smaller, but still significant. In New York, combined annual savings from jail and prison 
was $800 per person, $686 in Denver, and $ 1 ,320 in Los Angeles. 


Respectfully submitted, 

CCD Housing Task Force Co-Chairs; 

Andrew Sperling, National Alliance on Mental Illness 
T.J. Sutcliffe, The Arc of the United States 
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Testimony Submitted for the Record 
on behalf of 

Aneva J. Yazzie, Chief Executive Officer, Navajo Housing Authority 
to the United States House of Representatives 
Appropriations Committee 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies 
In Regards to the Fiscal Year 2015 Appropriations 
April 11, 2013 


On behalf of the Navajo Housing Authority (NHA), I am thankful for this opportunity to 
submit testimony to the Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development 
(THUD) in regards to the Fiscal Year 2015 appropriations for Indian housing programs 
administered through the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 
Specifically, the NHA requests the Committee to fund the Indian Housing Block Grant (IHBG) 
at no less than $700 million, and to fund the Indian Community Development Block Grant 
(ICDBG) at $100 million. These two important programs are essential in providing low income 
housing and housing-related community development throughout Indian Country. At the local 
level, these funds are essential in helping the Navajo Nation meet an unmet housing need of 
34,100 housing units, with another 34,300 housing units in need of major repair (Navajo 
Housing Needs Assessment and Demographic Anlaysis, August 2011). The total need equates to 
$9 billion. 


Background on NHA and the Navajo Nation 

The NHA is the Tribally Designated Housing Entity (TDHE) for the Navajo Nation. 

NHA is the largest Indian housing authority, and is nearly the eighth largest public housing 
authority in the U.S. — comparable in size to the public housing agency for the City of Atlanta. 
The Navajo Nation is the largest Indian tribe in the United States, with a total enrollment of 
approximately 300,048 tribal members, and a land-base of 26,897 square miles that extends into 
the states of Arizona, New Mexico, and Utah. 

Comprised of 375 employees and staff, NHA manages 8,026 housing units that consist of 
approximately 3,882 public rental units and 4,144 homeownership units including 29 separate 
administrative facilities. There are 15 separate field offices and one residential Management 
Corporation managed by NHA to deliver service to tribal members residing within 1 1 0 Chapters 
(local regional government units) and their surrounding communities. It is important to note that 
the NHA is an anomaly in the public housing sector - there is no large-scale public housing 
provider like NHA that operates in an expansive rural reservation area with unique land issues. A 
recently published March 27 report from the GAO, stated that housing development challenges 
on the Navajo are complex because of our sheer scale of operation, unique tribal land status, 
socio-economic conditions, and other factors. 
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The mission ofNHA is “Housing our Nation by Growing Sustainable Communities.” 
NHA recently commemorated its 50th year in operation on May I, 2013. More than a celebration 
of its past success, the anniversary was a commencement to inaugurate a new vision for the next 
50 years to come. It is the vision ofNHA to help build a home for every Navajo family while 
strengthening the socio-economic fabric of the Navajo Nation. 

Response to FY2014 Congressional Justifications from HUD 

NHA feels it is necessary to respond to the following legislative and regulatory proposal 
language that was included in the F Y20 1 5 Congressional Budget Justification provided by HUD. 

Withholding Policy: For several reasons, including the significant unmet needs in 
Indian Country, it is important that grantees spend program funds in a timely 
manner and avoid accumulating excessive undisbursed balances from prior year 
grants. Therefore, the Budget proposes to withhold funding from any grantee that, 
on January 1, 2015, has a total undisbursed balance greater than three times the 
funding allocation it would otherwise receive in 2015. This proposal will not 
affect grantees with funding allocations below $5 million (over 90 percent of 
grantees), and any funds withheld will be allocated among all other grantees in 
accordance with the need component of the formula. 

It must be noted that the Navajo Nation’s undisbursed IHBG funds are related to a 
number of issues. Last year, I submitted testimony to the Committee that described the situation 
that NHA confronted and shared how we have tackled the internal matters. To further 
substantiate the external issues we confront, the U.S. Government Accountability Office recently 
released a 57-page government report entitled, “NATIVE AMERICAN HOUSING: Additional 
Actions Needed to Better Support Tribal Efforts.” This report highlights how land use 
regulations, federal regulations, unique special situations on Navajo, and other challenges impact 
NHA’s ability to carry out affordable housing activities. NHA wants Congress to know that 
while we confront many challenges, the organization has set a new direction and path that is 
founded on accountability, improvement and measurable progress. 

Outlined below are the reasons we are concerned about the language, and our recommendations: 

NHA Expenditure Plan 

Early last year the NHA unveiled a detailed expenditure plan that outlined how we were 
going to spend down within 5 years the unexpended IHBG funds allocated to the Navajo Nation. 
As evidence that we are meeting the spending goals, the NHA spent approximately $ 1 42 million 
in fiscal year 2013 alone and we are on track to meeting our fiscal year 2014 spending goal of 
$155 million. Please see the table below. 
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LOCCS Balance 
Planned 
Sub-Total 

Estimated IHBG 
Allocation 

TOTAL 


2013 

2014 

2015 

2016 

2017 


$ 417 , 397 , 63 { 

$342,397,630 

$262,397,630 

$157,397,630 

$142,112,216 

$155,000,000 

$155,000,000 

$175,000,000 

$157,397,630 


$ 262 , 397,636 

$ 187397,630 

$ 87 , 397,630 

$0 

$82,077,063 

$80,000,000 

$75,000,000 

$70,000,000 

# 

$ 417 , 397,630 

$ 342 , 397,630 

$ 262 , 397,630 

$ 157397,630 

# 


This plan was developed in coordination with HUD, so we are surprised that they would suggest 
language that would be contrary to the direction and advisement that they have provided to 
NHA. 

Recommendation: NHA has a plan and is meeting its goals; therefore Congress should allow 
the NHA the time to address the issue. 

Barriers to Development in Indian Country 

Tribes have consistently stated that housing development in Indian Country is hindered 
by bureaucratic delays, lack of infrastructure and lack of access to capital/fmancing. In addition 
to the information released in the GAO report, HUD’s very own FYl 5 budget justification states 
that, “many construction/development projects take 3 to 5 years, or even longer, to complete,” 
No committee within the House of Representatives has held one single hearing to explore these 
issues, and the Navajo Nation has not been provided the opportunity to share our case with 
Congress. 

Recommendation; The federal government has acknowledged great delays in housing 
development; therefore Congress should work towards solutions (some of which are included 
in the NAHASDA reauthorization) instead of enforcing actions that further complicate the 
housing development process. 

Violates Tribal Consultation and Coordination 

Tribes are sovereign nations within the United States. Through NAHASDA, the federal 
government acknowledged that, “the Congress, through treaties, statutes, and the general course 
of dealing with Indian tribes, has assumed a trust responsibility for the protection and 
preservation of Indian tribes and for working with tribes and their members to improve their 
housing conditions and socioeconomic status so that they are able to take greater responsibility 
for their own economic condition.” As matter of federal Indian law, tribes are to be consulted 
when any decision is made that would significantly impact the trust relationship or treaty 
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obligations between the Indian tribes and the federal government. The Administration and the 
Congress have NOT consulted with tribes on the impacts of the proposed language to recapture 
IHBG funds. HUD itself violated its own agency consultation policy by not seeking input from 
tribes regarding the issue of unexpended funds before making its recommendation. 

Recommendation: The government acknowledges that tribal housing is a trust responsibility 
and has NOT consulted with tribes; therefore Congress should not impose decisions that 
significantly impact tribes until proper consultation has occurred. 

Ill-conceived Solution 

With the uncertain timing in the federal appropriations process, the IHBG allocations are 
not available to tribes until far into the fiscal year. In FY2013, the tribes did not receive their 
allocation until two months before the end of the fiscal year. There is no possible way for a tribe 
the size of the Navajo Nation to spend out its entire funds within two months. Some tribes may 
take out bridge loans or have crafty financing to expend their funds before it is made available to 
them, but for a tribe the size of Navajo (which operates hundreds of housing projects) and given 
the federal government’s financial uncertainty (i.e. sequestration/budget cuts) the financing and 
bridge loan products are not feasible and imprudent. We cannot conceive how the government 
can acknowledge that the timeframe for housing projects takes three to five years, but yet 
proposes to impose caps that would require us to expend all of our funding within a three-year 
timeframe. This solution is illogical and does not reflect the reality of the current situation. 

Recommendation: Delays and uncertainty in the federal appropriations and budget cycle is 
not conducive to setting caps based on yearly allocations; therefore Congress should work 
with the Navajo Housing Authority to develop realistic alternative solutions that would 
address the underlying issues of unexpended IHBG funds. 

Conclusion 

NHA has the capacity and has made significant progress in executing and completing 
large-scale housing development on the Navajo Nation. In the 2012 and 2013 monitoring reports 
completed by HUD, NHA received zero findings and HUD itself acknowledged in the GAO 
report (p. 44) that NHA, “had been doing better planning and noted that it had taken some time 
for organizational changes to be implemented.” We have an aggressive expenditure plan, and a 
means to attain the spending schedules we have outlined and projected. We hope that Congress 
will understand the recent internal challenges we overcame and most of all we hope that 
Congress will appreciate that NHA has changed the environment in which we are conducting 
business today. We have strong internal controls and are headed in a path of sustainable housing 
development for our Navajo people. On behalf of the NHA, I appreciate the opportunity to 
provide you this written testimony for the record. Please contact me if you should have any 
further questions. 
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Testimony submitted on behalf of the following organizations: CSH, Consortium for Citizens 
With Disabilities Housing Task Force, Council for Affordable and Rural Housing, Council of State 
Community Development Agencies, Enterprise Community Partners, Habitat for Humanity 
International, Local Initiatives Support Corporation, Mercy Housing, National Alliance of 
Community Economic Development Associations, National Alliance on Mental Illness, National 
Association of Home Builders, National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials, 
National Association of Housing Cooperatives, National Council of State Housing Agencies, 
National Housing Conference, National Housing Trust, National Low Income Housing Coalition, 
National Rural Housing Coalition, Practitioners Leveraging Assets for Community Enhancement, 
Stewards of Affordable Housing for the Future, and The Community Builders, Inc. 

Contact: Mindy La Branche, Legislative and Policy Associate, National Council of State Housing 
Agencies 

April 11, 2014 


The Honorable Tom Latham 
Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing 
and Urban Development, and Related 
Agencies 

2217 Rayburn House Office Building 
U.S. House 

Washington, D.C. 20515 


The Honorable Ed Pastor 
Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing 
and Urban Development, and Related 
Agencies 

2465 Rayburn House Office Building 
U.S. House 

Washington, D.C. 20515 


Dear Chairman Latham and Ranking Member Pastor: 

We appreciate this opportunity to provide testimony in support of HUD's HOME Investment 
Partnerships (HOME) program. HOME program funding is vital to the production and provision 
of housing affordable to low-income families. Yet, HOME has received devastating cuts— cut 
almost in half in just the past few years. To begin restoring funds for HOME, we implore you to 
fund HOME in FY 2015 at $1.6 billion, equal to its FY 2011 funding level. We ask that you resist 
additional, disproportionate cuts to HOME and recognize both the successful track record of 
the program and the need for its continued funding at a time when our housing market, and 
broader economy, continues to struggle and the need for affordable housing continues to grow. 

Just since FY 2011, HOME appropriations have been cut by 38 percent from $1.6 billion to $1 
billion in FY 2014. Cuts to the HOME program are being felt deeply across the country. For 
example, the FY 2014 HOME funding allocation to the state of Iowa is 35 percent less than its FY 
2011 allocation, and the FY 2014 allocation to the state of Arizona is 29 percent less than its FY 
2011 allocation. 

Authorized in 1990, the HOME program provides grants to state and local governments to 
produce affordable housing for low-income families. HOME funds are a vital and unique source 
of financing for numerous affordable housing developments— many of which would not be 
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possible without HOME assistance. States and localities use HOME for affordable housing 
production and rehabilitation, preservation, and rental and homeownership assistance. 

HOME uniquely empowers states and localities to respond to the housing needs they judge 
most pressing by flexibly working with and supporting many critical federal housing programs, 
including the Low Income Housing Tax Credit and rural housing programs. States and localities 
use HOME to serve the whole spectrum of housing need, from homeless to ownership to 
disaster recovery, from urban to rural areas, and all low-income populations, including 
families with children, the elderly, veterans, and persons with special needs. HOME also 
enables for-profit and nonprofit developers to provide affordable housing in their communities. 

In its 20 years of existence, the HOME program has successfully produced more than 1.1 
million affordable homes, in addition to making homes affordable for hundreds of thousands 
of families with direct rental assistance. HUD’s February 2014 HOME National Production 
Report shows since 1992, states and localities have used HOME funds to produce 485,639 
homebuyer homes, 452,406 rental homes, and 226,302 rehabilitated owner-occupied homes. 
Another 287,023 families have received tenant-based rental assistance through the HOME 
program. States and localities leverage HOME funding by generating more than $4 in other 
private and public resources for every $1 of HOME. Over the program's lifetime, HOME funds 
have been used to leverage another $110 billion for affordable housing. 

Based on projected production levels included in HUD's FY 2015 Budget request, if HOME is 
funded in FY 2015 at the Administration's proposed ievel of $950 miliion, we expect 
approximately 31,000 fewer affordable homes will be produced than if HOME is funded at its 
FY 2011 funding level. This means fewer homebuyer and rental units, fewer homeowner 
rehabilitation projects, and fewer tenants assisted. 

A strong investment in the HOME program is necessary to address the increasing demand for 
housing affordable to low-income families. The National Housing Conference's Housing 
Landscape 2014 reports that in 2012 15.6 percent of all U.S. households, or 18.1 million 
households, were severely cost burdened, spending more than half their income on housing 
costs, with one in five working households facing severe housing cost burdens. Furthermore, 
nearly eight in ten extremely low-income working households, with incomes of 30 percent or 
less of area median income (AMI), and more than a third of very low-income working 
households, with incomes of 50 percent or less of AMI, are severely housing cost burdened. 

HOME funding is used exclusively to create affordable housing for low-income households, 

those earning incomes of 80 percent or less of AMI. While the statute requires that at least 90 
percent of families receiving rental assistance through HOME have incomes at 60 percent of 
AMI or less, almost 100 percent of those receiving HOME tenant-based rental assistance and 97 
percent of families living in HOME-assisted rental units have incomes of 60 percent of AMI or 
less. One out of three families helped with HOME are extremely low-income. 
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In addition to providing needed affordable housing, HOME funds contribute to job creation, 
especially in the hard-hit construction sector. Every $1 billion in HOME creates or protects 
approximately 18,000 jobs. Restoring funding to $1.6 billion in FY 2015 would support 
approximately 28,800 jobs. 

As we face decreased investment in the production of affordable housing, we face a continued 
growing need for supply. According to HDD's latest Worst Case Housing Needs report, in 2011 
nearly 8.5 million very low-income families— who received no government housing assistance- 
paid more than half their monthly income for rent, lived in severely substandard housing, or 
both. This number is up 2.6 million, or 43.5 percent, since 2007. 

Recent analysis conducted by the National Low Income Housing Coalition, found that there are 
only 57 affordable rental homes available for every 100 very low-income renter households, 
and for the 10.2 million households with extremely low incomes, there are only 31 affordable 
homes available for every 100 households. Currently, only one in four households eligible for 
federal rental housing assistance receives it due to limited resources. 

As a capital program, HOME is a vital resource for addressing this growing housing need. HOME 
funds produce new units of affordable housing and thus are necessary to increasing the overall 
supply of affordable housing. The Bipartisan Policy Center's Housing Commission in its recent 
report entitled Housing America’s Future: New Directions for National Policy, called for an 
increase in HOME appropriations to serve as the gap financing needed to support new 
developments that would expand the supply of affordable rental housing. Further, HOME'S use 
for rehabilitation activities helps to keep low-income families in safe and decent homes they 
can afford and prevents additional losses from the supply of affordable rental housing. For 
example, in rural areas, the HOME program has been a vital source of funding for the 
preservation of an aging portfolio. 

By enabling states and localities to address a variety of housing needs, HOME plays a unique 
role that cannot be filled by other programs. This is why we disagree with the Administration's 
suggestion that its proposed HOME funding reduction is mitigated by funding for the Housing 
Trust Fund. First, there is no current funding for the Housing Trust Fund. Second, the Housing 
Trust Fund's focus is narrower than that of HOME and therefore its funding does not make up 
for a loss of HOME funding. Consequently, we urge the Subcommittee to view the Housing 
Trust Fund as a complement to, not a substitute for, HOME and other affordable housing 
programs. 

A HOME program appropriation of $1.6 billion in FY 2015 would only go partway towards 
restoring HOME program funding, but it would provide states and local communities with the 
critical resources needed to help address the spectrum of affordable housing needs they face. 
Therefore, we urge you to support the proven outcomes of the HOME program by providing a 
FY 2015 appropriation of $1.6 billion. Thank you for this opportunity to testify on the need for 
HOME funding. Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions. 


3 



539 


Sincerely, 

CSH 

Consortium for Citizens With Disabilities Housing Task Force 

Council for Affordable and Rural Housing 

Council of State Community Development Agencies 

Enterprise Community Partners 

Habitat for Humanity International 

Local Initiatives Support Corporation 

Mercy Housing 

National Alliance of Community Economic Development Associations 

National Alliance on Mental Illness 

National Association of Home Builders 

National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials 

National Association of Housing Cooperatives 

National Council of State Housing Agencies 

National Housing Conference 

National Housing Trust 

National Low Income Housing Coalition 

National Rural Housing Coalition 

Practitioners Leveraging Assets for Community Enhancement 
Stewards of Affordable Housing for the Future 
The Community Builders, Inc. 
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statement of Chairman Colley Billie, Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida 
House Appropriations Subeommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban 
Development, and Related Ageneies 
April 11, 2014 

My name is Colley Billie, and I am the Chainnan of the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida 
(Tribe). Thank you for the opportunity to provide written testimony on a critical issue to the 
Miccosukee people - our home, the Everglades. My testimony focuses on the Tribe’s opposition 
to the National Park Service’s (NPS) proposal to use federal transportation funding from the yet 
to be authorized “Nationally Significant Federal Lands and Tribal Transportation Projects 
Program” proposed in the Department of Transportation’s budget request to build skyway 
bridging on the Tamiami Trail (Trail), purportedly for the restoration of the Everglades. 

The Tribe strongly opposes the NPS’ continued efforts to construct a series of massive skyway 
bridges on the Trail including the currently proposed 2.6-mile bridge that will cost $193M 
because: (1) the bridges will not be permitted to operate as designed due to flooding and water 
quality concerns; and (2) there already exists a series of culverts and gates that could effectively 
deliver water, especially during high water seasons such as last year, if properly maintained at a 
fraction of the cost. We respectfully request that the Subcommittee include a provision ensuring 
that no funding or grant may be awarded for the bridging of the Tamiami Trail. At a minimum, 
NPS should be held to the requirements of an FY14 Omnibus provision requiring them to secure 
all the necessary funding for the project before being allowed to move forward with bridging. 

For hundreds of years, the Everglades have been our home. The Everglades was our refuge as 
we evaded removal to the west. For generations, the land and the waters of the Everglades have 
sustained our people. We have always sought to honor and protect our environment through 
responsible stewardship of the land. However, after years of environmental degradation caused 
by others, our way of life has been irreversibly affected. Because we are the people most 
impacted by the health of the Everglades, the Tribe has fully supported restoration efforts of the 
Everglades. The Tribe was deeply engaged in the development of the Comprehensive 
Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) and supported its passage by Congress as part of the Water 
Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 2000. The CERP developed a series of Everglades 
restoration projects designed to distribute clean water in the right amount and at the right times to 
restore the natural ecosystem of the Everglades. However, the skyway bridging of the Tamiami 
Trail is not part of the CERP but has been advanced despite necessary projects that are a part of 
CERP that improve water quality not having been completed first. We have always advocated 
for true restoration of the Everglades through a holistic approach focused on improving the 
quality of the water first. 

Over the last decade, there have been multiple plans and attempts to build bridges on the Trail. 
Always, NPS has advocated that bridging is needed for environmental restoration to increase 
water flows to Everglades National Park (Park). The Tribe has witnessed a constantly changing 
array of alternatives that has culminated with Appropriations bills being used to authorize 
bridging projects and evade proper regulatory and legislative procedure. After years of differing 
proposals, in August of 2008, the Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR) recommended a one-mile 
bridge on the eastern portion of the Trail. In September 2008, Congress passed the Consolidated 
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Security, Disaster Assistance, and Continuing Appropriations Act (P.L. 110-329) providing the 
authority and funding for the one-mile bridge. In November 2008, at the request of the Tribe, a 
federal judge issued an injunction to prevent further bridging because NEPA had not been 
properly followed. 

However, in March 2009, Congress passed the FY09 Omnibus Appropriations Act that included 
a provision directing the Army Corps of Engineers to begin construction of the one-mile bridge 
“notwithstanding any other provision of law” so that NEPA no longer applied to the bridging 
project and the injunction was lifted. In addition, NPS was directed to consider alternatives for 
further bridging; and, in December 2010, NPS issued a Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) recommending an additional 5.5 miles of skyway bridging and elevated roads for the 
remainder of the 10.7 miles of the Trail at an estimated cost of $310 million. The FY12 
Omnibus Appropriations Act authorized NPS to construct the additional 5.5 miles of skyway 
bridging but did not provide funding for construction. 

With the one-mile bridge finally completed last year, the NPS requested $30M in FY14 in their 
construction budget “as a one-time contribution” to begin construction of a new 2.6-mile bridge 
that is estimated to cost $193M and be completed in 2020. The FY14 Omnibus provided only 
S7.5M for the 2.6-mile bridge. In addition, the Subcommittee wisely included language in the 
bill requiring, “That a contract for the Tamiami Trail Project may not be awarded until sufficient 
Federal funds and written commitments from non-Federal entities are available to cover the total 
estimated cost of the contract. . .” 

Now, the FY15 NPS budget request indicates that they are not seeking any discretionary funds 
for the construction of the bridge; instead, the Administration proposes the creation of a new 
transportation program in the Department of Transportation’s (DOT) budget request called the 
“Nationally Significant Federal Lands and Tribal Transportation Projects Program” to be funded 
at $150M a year to help fund the bridging project on the Tamiami Trail. The DOT’S budget 
request cites the Tamiami Trail bridging as an example of the need for authorizing and funding 
this program. Curiously, the Tamiami Trail example in the DOT budget request largely focuses 
on the need for improved road safety and the need to accommodate more traffic with an 
acknowledgement of the environmental restoration component. However, the Park has already 
spent over $80M in the last several years building a one-mile bridge and raising the road. 
Shouldn’t the “safety concerns” have been addressed in this first round of bridging? A second 
2.6-mile bridge is not needed for road safety concerns, but is instead an environmental trophy for 
the Park. 

The NPS budget request also states that, if this program is not authorized or the program not 
funded, then NPS would “defer up to $30M in projects, if needed, to cover 50 percent of the cost 
of contract payments due” for the bridge, presumably through the funding they receive from the 
Federal Lands Transportation Program, although the Tamiami Trail is not on federal land and 
would not seem to qualify for funding from this program. In addition, this would be a violation 
of the FY14 Omnibus requirement to secure all funding for the construction of the bridge before 
entering into any contracts for the construction of the bridge. Perhaps because NPS seeks this 
funding through a different account or perhaps because NPS will be transferring the funding 
directly to the state of Florida (State) so that the State may enter into construction contracts, NPS 
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does not believe that it must comply with the language in the FY14 Omnibus. However, the 
Miccosukee Tribe strongly believes that this requirement should be adhered to before the federal 
government is on the hook for another SIOOM in total funding for the bridging by deferring more 
projects. The Tribe requests that the Subcommittee work with the Appropriations 
Committee to restate and enforce the FY14 Omnibus requirement for NFS to secure all 
funding before construction regardless of the funding source, methods, or accounting used. 

Skyway Bridging is Unnecessary and Wasteful 

In March of last year, the first 1-mile of bridging on the Tamiami Trail was opened, and several 
months later water began to flow under the bridge from the L-29 canal (parallel to the Tamiami 
Trail) into Everglades National Park (Park). Although one of the NPS’ rationale for building the 
bridges is to increase “ecological connectivity”, the bridge does not actually cormect the Park to 
the Everglades to the north, but rather to the L-29 canal. In order for the bridge to bring 
significantly more water into the Park, the level of the water in this canal must be raised. So, the 
Tamiami Trail road was raised to accommodate an 8,5-foot stage of the L-29 canal. Yet, the 
State will not permit the water level in the L-29 canal to be raised to 8,5 feet from the current 7.5 
feet stage because there is no operational plan or consistency with the federal Coastal Zone 
Management Act (CZMA) due to effects of downstream flooding and the potential for water 
quality violations. 

The 2008 Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR) and the Tamiami Trail Next Steps Project (TTNS) 
cited the need for several flowage easements on privately held property within the Park that 
would be considerably affected by increased water flow, including significant Florida Power & 
Light (FP&L) holdings. The Park had hoped to resolve these issues before the first bridge was 
completed but has failed to resolve these issues or negotiate the required flowage easements with 
FP&L and other private landowners. Building a second and larger bridge before resolving the 
realty issues is irresponsible. 

In addition to the potential flooding of privately owned lands along Tamiami Trail and within the 
Park, significant flooding concerns for communities in western Dade county remain due to the 
seepage of water brought on by the increased volume of water in North East Shark River Slough. 
Seepage management projects that are designed to prevent the eastward seepage of water out of 
the Park are not yet completed and are untested. Without effective seepage management, a 
significant amount of water flowing under the 1 -mile bridge will be lost through seepage out of 
the Park. Under the best case scenario, water is lost to the L-3 IN canal on the eastern side of the 
Park and then has to be pumped back into the L-29 canal and ultimately into the Park again in a 
circular flow pattern. That is not restoration; instead, this is wasted effort. The effectiveness of 
the 1-mile bridge and the ability of the seepage management projects to provide flood protection 
should be evaluated before building other costly bridges. 

Most significantly, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) will not 
authorize an operational plan to raise the level of the canal due to water quality violation 
concerns. The 1991 Everglades Settlement Agreement entered into by the United States and 
Florida established water quality standards for water flowing into the Park that sets a 
phosphorous limit on the water flowing into the Park through a formula based in part on the 
quantity of water flowing into the Park. Already, water flows exceeded the phosphorous limit in 
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September 2012 and are routinely barely meeting the limit. Given the current state of water 
quality in Water Conservation Area 3A, which is north of the Trail and feeds into the L-29 canal, 
including the Tribe’s land, the FDEP cannot be assured that increased water flows will not result 
in water quality violations of the Settlement Agreement. Building another bridge in an attempt 
to increase water flows will not solve this problem. In fact, the State has recently requested that 
they be granted a waiver on the water quality standards or that these standards be reexamined 
because they know that increased water flows will result in water quality violations. 

Without the ability to actually move more water through the bridges, the water continues to stack 
up on the Tribe’s lands in WCA 3A, damaging the tree islands and significantly affecting the 
wildlife and cultural resources of the Tribe. With its focus on bridging, the Park has neglected 
the existing culverts and gates that are underneath the Tamiami Trail that would convey a 
significant amount of water into the Park if they were simply cleared of downstream vegetation 
and swales added where necessary. The swales would help produce the natural sheet flow by 
widely distributing the water. A 2010 study by the University of Miami commissioned by the 
Park to evaluate the effectiveness of clearing the culverts and adding swales concluded that this 
approach would be highly effective at moving water under the Trail at a fraction of the cost with 
some culverts, seeing water flow increases of 840%. Already, culverts are used widely 
throughout the Everglades on many roads to effectively convey water. In addition, the culverts 
are already a fully permitted water delivery structure that needs no additional operational plan. 
Simply, the bridges are unnecessary to increase the flow of water into Everglades National Park 
and wasteful to the taxpayer. 

After having failed to secure the needed funding for this “environmental restoration” project 
through the Interior Appropriations, the National Park Service is now seeking funding through 
the Transportation Appropriations bill. We respectfully ask the Subcommittee that if this 
program is authorized and funded that it include a provision ensuring that no funding or 
grant may be awarded for the bridging of the Tamiami Trail. 

Conclusion 

As the people who live in the Everglades, the Miccosukee Tribe is committed to its full 
restoration. We are deeply concerned that precious resources that should be spent on cleaning 
the water now before it is too late are being spent on costly and ineffective projects that 
ultimately will not help achieve restoration of the Everglades. The Tribe believes that it is 
imperative that water quality standards are upheld and that the federal government should not 
allocate federal resources to another bridge before ensuring that water quality standards are met. 
We ask that the NFS not be allowed to defer projects or to access grant funding to build another 
bridge before an operational plan is approved to allow increased water flows to go under the 
bridge to be constructed. 
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Testimony of Saul N. Ramirez, Jr., CEO, National Association of Housing and 
Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO) 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development and Related Agencies 

April 11,2014 

Thank you for once again providing an opportunity for outside witnesses to testify with respect 
to the FY 20 1 5 HUD budget. The National Association of Housing and Redevelopment 
Officials (NAHRO) is one of the nation’s oldest housing advocacy organizations. It represents 
over 3,100 housing and redevelopment authorities nationwide who provide decent, safe and 
affordable housing in neighborhoods of quality for well over 2 million families — including 
senior citizens, the disabled and our nation’s veterans. 

We believe the attempt to return to “regular order” in the Congress must be coupled with a return 
to fiscal policies that recognize our nation’s core values — notably our decades-long 
commitment to a decent home and suitable living environment for all Americans. NAHRO’s 
IMPACT 2014: Plan for Action provides a roadmap to aehieving this fundamental public policy 
imperative. It is based on the following core objectives: preserve and revitalize the public 
housing inventory; reform, strengthen and adequately fund Section 8 programs; fully fund 
community and economic development programs; enact small housing authority reforms; expand 
the supply of affordable housing; fully fund homeless assistance grant programs; and improve 
the regulatory environment for housing and community development (HCD) agencies. 

The program-specific recommendations below, if implemented, will enable us to accomplish 
these core objectives, which are fundamental to our ability to assist those who seek a decent, 
safe, and affordable place to call home. 

Program-Specific Recommendations 

We hope this Subcommittee will seriously consider the following recommendations. A chart 
containing NAHRO’s full FY 2015 funding recommendations is on page 4. 

Public and Indian Housing 

NAHRO’s FY 2015 funding recommendations for HUD’s Public and Indian Housing programs 
were developed jointly with the Public Housing Authorities Directors Association (PHADA). 

Public Housing Operating Fund; NAHRO and PHADA recommend $5,315 billion for the 
Operating Fund for FY 2015, equal to 100 percent of Hl.lD’s estimate of PHAs’ operating 
subsidy formula eligibility. 

Public Housing Capital Fund: In light of the estimated $3.4 billion in annually accruing 
capital needs identified in the 2010 Abt Capital Needs Assessment, NAHRO and PHADA 
recommend an appropriation of $5,000 billion for the Capital Fund, to be distributed by 
formula, for FY 2015. This amount would allow PHAs to cover their newly accruing needs as 
well as make critical repairs and improvements. 

NAHRO and PHADA strongly object to the Administration’s proposal to eliminate funding for 
the Resident Opportunities Self-Sufficiency (ROSS) program and recommend $45 million for 
the ROSS program for FY 2015, a level equal to the FY 2014 appropriation. Through this 
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important program, PHAs continue to link public housing residents with supportive services, 
resident empowerment activities, and assistance in becoming economically self-sufficient. 

NAHRO and PHADA also recommend $20 million in emergency capital needs funding to 
address needs resulting from non-Presidentially declared disasters and emergencies, including 
safety and security needs related to crime and drug-related activity, a currently eligible use of 
funds that the Administration has proposed eliminating. 

Choice Neighborhoods: NAHRO and PHADA support $120 million for the Choice 
Neighborhoods Initiative for FY 2015, and recommend that two-thirds of the funds be reserved 
for applications in which a PFIA is the lead applicant or a co-applicant. Large capital grants 
through programs like HOPE VI or Choice Neighborhoods are among the most effective tools 
available to PHAs to address the needs of severely distressed public housing developments by 
attracting private capital and transforming communities into thriving, mixed-income 
neighborhoods with reduced crime and increased opportunities for residents. 

Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) Program: NAHRO and PHADA recommend $75 million for 
the FSS Program for FY 2015. This funding level is needed to maintain funding for all existing 
program coordinators in the newly consolidated Public Housing and Section 8 FSS program, but 
is not sufficient to expand the program to include Section 8 Project-Based Rental Assistance 
properties as proposed in the Administration’s budget. 

Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Renewals - Housing Assistance Payments: NAHRO and 
PHADA recommend a total of $18,457 billion for Housing Assistance Payments (HAP) for FY 
20 1 5 in order to ensure the renewal of assistance for all households served in 20 1 4. This 
amount would be sufficient to restore leasing of the 42,000 vouchers that were lost in 
2013. NAHRO and PHADA believe that this recommendation appropriately accounts for 
savings that will result from legislative reforms involving income targeting and utility 
allowances. 

NAHRO and PHADA also support the President’s FY 201 5 proposal to combine direct 
appropriations with offsets of PHAs’ excess HAP Reserves exceeding one month of annual HAP 
eligibility, if needed to prevent termination of rental assistance or to avoid or reduce a downward 
proration for HAP renewals. Howet'er, this recommendation does not assume an offset. 

Tenant Protection Vouchers: NAHRO and PHADA support sufficient funding to provide all 
eligible households with a tenant protection voucher for FY 2015, 

HUD-VA Supportive Housing (HUD-VASH): NAHRO and PHADA support the President’s 
request for $75 million for incremental HUD-VASH vouchers for FY 2015. Incremental HUD- 
VASH vouchers are needed to help meet the Interagency Council on Homelessness’s goal to end 
veteran homelessness. 

Administrative Fees: NAHRO and PHADA recommend a total of $2,134 billion for 
administrative fees for FY 2015. According to the Administration’s estimates, this figure would 
be sufficient to fund all PHAs at 1 00 percent of their eligibility based on the fee rates in effect 
immediately prior to the enactment of the Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act of 1 998 
(QHWRA). This recommendation includes up to $50 million in additional administrative fee 
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funding to support PHAs’ administration of tenant protection vouchers and other incremental 
vouchers. 

Office of Housing 

Project-Based Section 8 Multi-Family Rental Assistance: NAHRO supports full, 12-month 
renewal funding for Section 8 Project-Based Rental Assistance (PBRA) contracts and full 
funding for the Section 8 Perfoimance-Based Contract Administrators (PBCA) 
initiative. Furthermore, NAHRO continues to seek a level playing field for all parties competing 
for PBCA contracts, and asks that the Congress deny the Department’s request to circumvent the 
competitive procurement requirements currently required by law. 

Community Planning and Development 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program: In spite of the program’s proven 
track record, CDBG foimula funding has declined by over 30 percent from FY 2004 to FY 2014, 
even before adjusting for inflation. NAHRO and its partners in the CDBG Coalition 
recommend $3,3 billion for the CDBG program for FY 2015, which would restore funding to 
the F Y 201 1 enacted level. 

Section 108 Community Development Loan Guarantees; NAHRO supports the President’s 
proposal to increase Section 108 loan guarantee authority to $500 million for FY 2015. NAHRO 
does not support the Administration’s proposal to eliminate direct appropriations for the Section 
108 credit subsidy and shift the program to a fee-based structure. NAHRO recommends 
combining a direct appropriation of $6 million for Section 108 credit subsidies (the funding 
level required to fully subsidize approximately $250 million in loan guarantee authority) with the 
authority for HUD to collect fees from additional borrowers in order to meet any remaining 
demand for loan guarantees up to the full $500 million. 

Home Investment Partnerships (HOME) Program: Funding for the HOME formula 
allocation to states and local Participating Jurisdictions has declined by over 45 percent since FY 
2010. NAHRO and its partners in the HOME Coalition recommend restoring the program to the 
FY 2011 enacted level by providing $1.6 billion for HOME formula grants for FY 2015. 

McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Grants: NAHRO, along with other national 
stakeholders including the National Alliance to End Homelessness, supports the President’s 
request for $2,406 billion for Homeless Assistance Grants for FY 2015. This funding is 
critically important as HUD continues to implement McKinney-Vento programmatic reforms 
resulting from the enactment of the Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to 
Housing (HEARTH) Act, 

Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA): NAHRO recommends $350 
million for HOPWA for FY 2015, the funding level requested by the National AIDS Housing 
Coalition. 

Housing Trust Fund: NAHRO continues to support the President’s proposal for $1 billion in 
mandatory fundingfor the Housing Trust Fund enacted through the Housing and Economic 
Recovery Act of 2008. The funding would be identified outside of the appropriations process 
through an as yet unidentified, budget-neutral offset. NAHRO urges the Administration to 
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develop and propose a plan for capitalizing the Housing Trust Fund and favors statutorily 
mandated contributions to the fund by the Government Sponsored Enterprises or their successor. 

Proposed Cost-Saving Measures 

House and Senate appropriators have taken steps in to include language designed to reduce 
program costs in their bills, reducing administrative burdens and increasing operational 
efficiency in the execution of HUD-established program requirements. 

In FY 2015 NAHRO would support: 

• The inclusion of language providing for full fungibility of operating and capital funds for 
housing authorities regardless of size. Additionally, NAHRO has developed a proposal 
to allow housing authorities to maintain a replacement reserve to address capital needs; 
and 

• The inclusion of language permitting housing authorities to conduct recertification of 
residents on fixed incomes on a triennial basis. 

Finally, NAHRO members have expressed serious concerns about the language contained in the 
FY 2014 omnibus which requires housing authorities to establish flat rents no lower than 80% of 
FMR. This provision has raised serious concerns regarding ability of certain residents to afford 
expected rent increases, and should be amended to prevent the dislocation of current residents. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify. We look forward to discussing our funding 
recommendations with this Suhconunittee in greater detail. 

Funding Recommendations Chart 
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